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FOREWORD FROM THE COUNCIL OF STATE DIRECTORS OF 
PROGRAMS FOR THE GIFTED 


The Council of State Directors of Programs for the Gifted (CSDPG) is pleased to partner 
with the National Association for Gifted Children (NAGC) on the 2014-2015 State of the 
States in Gifted Education Survey and Report. The biennial effort is a unique collaboration 
among practitioners, advocates, and researchers that provides data on state funding, 
staffing, policies, and practices for gifted education. CSDPG thanks NAGC staff for dedicating 
time, expertise, and resources to this initiative. 


Forty-one states and the District of Columbia responded to the 2014-2015 State of the 
States Survey. The data was compiled into the State of States Report which provides 
insights into upward trends in gifted education, draws attention to areas for continued 
improvement, and identifies innovative and promising practices. Several themes emerged 
from the report: 

e States are diverse and their approach to gifted education reflects this diversity. 

e The majority of states requires identification of and services for high ability/high 
potential students. 

e The majority of states provide some type of funding for gifted education and this 
funding increased in many states in 2014-2015. 

e Data collection for gifted education and its use for accountability and school 
improvement varies across States. 

e Most states indicate identifying and serving students from historically 
underrepresented populations as an area in need of attention. 

e States also identify training educators in the nature of advanced learners and 
meeting their needs to effectively support student growth as an area in need of 
attention. 

e States indicate a federal policy for gifted education could benefit high ability/high 
potential learners, their families, and educators in many ways. 


Information from this report can be used to inform: state statute and rule; state and local 
staffing, budgets, policy, and practice; data collection; educator licensing and professional 
development; research questions; and advocacy. Ultimately, the success of these efforts is 
measured by positive student outcomes, which is outside the scope of the State of the 
States Survey. For this, educators, researchers, and advocates will need to turn to evidence 
at the state and local levels. 


We value the partnership with NAGC to produce the State of the States in Gifted Education 
Report and encourage readers to collaborate to continue to improve opportunities for high 
ability/high potential students. 


Chrystyna Mursky 


President 
2013-2015 
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FOREWORD FROM THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION FOR GIFTED 
CHILDREN 


The National Association for Gifted Children (NAGC) in collaboration with the Council of 
State Directors of Programs for the Gifted is pleased to present the 2014-2015 State of the 
States in Gifted Education. The biennial State of the States is the only comprehensive, 
longitudinal study of state data on gifted education in the U.S. This unique report provides a 
detailed look at the funding, identification, range of services, and policies that support 
gifted and talented education. 


This year’s report shows that a majority of states in the U.S. report a mandate related to 
gifted and talented education for identification, services, or both. We are heartened by this 
data, but our nation must offer more consistency to ensure equity. The report highlights a 
lack of centralized data collection, measurement, and accountability to systematically 
monitor and improve the service of students with gifts, talents, and unidentified potential 
in our public schools. 


NAGC invests in this essential report biennally to take the nation’s pulse regarding state 
support for gifted and talented education. We hope that our national and state leaders use 
the information to create a coherent system of supports for gifted learners. The report will 
also be helpful to state education and school district leaders to benchmark and 
continuously improve gifted and talented education programs. Finally, we hope that the 
report inspires and provides advocates for gifted and talented education, such as parents 
and teachers, the material they need to call for more attention to the needs of children with 
extraordinary gifts and talents. 


George Betts M. René Islas 
NAGC President NAGC Executive Director 
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INTRODUCTION 


As our country’s need for highly skilled professionals in every field continues to grow, the 
2014-2015 State of the States in Gifted Education report provides a glimpse into a system 
where many high ability and high-achieving learners must fend for themselves, leaving 
success to chance. While there are individual areas of progress, our nation has yet to 
comprehensively address the educational needs of top learners in PK-12 schools. 


There have been improvements in some states since the last report, such as increased 
services, such as summer programs, and expansion of dual enrollment opportunities. One 
state began implementing its new mandate to identify and serve gifted students. However, 
it is still not possible to say that all our gifted and talented students are receiving the 
education they need and deserve. Indeed, many states lack basic data about gifted students 
and teachers around which quality programs can be built. The differences between states 
and between districts within a state means that many gifted students are going unserved. 


We hope the information in the State of the States report will help gifted education 
supporters advocate for an appropriate education for our most capable students, resulting 
in increased data collection, strong state policies, increased teacher training, and other 
critical resources. The National Association for Gifted Children and the Council of State 
Directors of Programs for the Gifted are working together to encourage legislators, 
administrators, teachers, and parents to learn more about gifted children and the kind of 
challenging education they need to maximize their potential. 


2014-2015 State of the States in Gifted Education 8 


ABOUT THE REPORT 


The State of the States report is organized into ten Key areas that combine to provide 
readers with a better understanding of the degree of support individual states offered to 
gifted and talented education for the school year 2014-2015. This is not to say that these 
ten areas were clearly differentiated in actual practice. There were, in fact, multiple points 
of overlap and influence among them. 


If. 


IV. 


STATE EDUCATION AGENCIES and IJ. FUNDING FOR GIFTED AND 
TALENTED EDUCATION 


The allocation of funding and personnel was a major indicator of state-level 
commitment to gifted and talented education. Questions in the first section covered 
the allocation of employees at the state education agency to coordinate gifted 
education, the range of responsibilities for state agency staff, and the existence of a 
standing state advisory committee for gifted and talented education. The questions 
in the second section addressed the amount of state funds allocated to gifted and 
talented education, along with details of the allocation of those funds, funding 
formulas, and funding caps. 


MANDATES TO IDENTIFY AND SERVE GIFTED STUDENTS 


Questions in this section focused on the mandates to identify and serve gifted 
students, including whether a state mandated identification, services or both. This 
section also addressed the role of LEAs in making decisions regarding identification 
and services, as well as the source of the mandate (statute or regulation), its extent, 
support by state funding, and required services aligned with special education. 


ACCOUNTABILITY 


This section of the report focuses on whether states audited or monitored local 
gifted education programs and, if so, the areas in which districts were required to 
report. The section also contains questions about whether the states required 
districts to submit plans to the state agency, whether the district plan was for 
informational purposes only or if it was part of an evaluation plan, and whether 
state accountability measures included gifted and talented indicators. 


DEFINITION OF GIFTEDNESS and VI. IDENTIFICATION OF GIFTED AND 
TALENTED STUDENTS 


The provision of programs and services for advanced learners was often tied to 
whether students were considered by law to be “gifted and talented.” The state’s 
definition of giftedness generally informs the identification process(es) used to 
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VIL. 


VII. 


IX. 


determine eligibility. These two sections of the report focus on the existence and 
components of state definitions, as well as whether districts were required to follow 
a State definition and/or use specific criteria or methods to identify gifted students. 
The identification section also includes data on when students were identified for 
services, the number and demographics of students identified in each state, and 
whether state law places a limit on the number of identified students. 


PROGRAMS AND SERVICES FOR GIFTED STUDENTS 


As gifted education supporters know, there is a wide variance among states and 
districts in the programs and services offered to meet the needs of gifted students. 
Questions in this section address state requirements for service offerings, the 
percentage of gifted and talented students who received services (by grade), and the 
most common service delivery methods, as well as components of programs and 
services, including Response to Intervention (RtI) and Multi-Tiered Systems of 
Support (MTSS) frameworks. 


STAFFING AND PERSONNEL PREPARATION 


The availability of qualified teachers and other personnel is a critical factor to the 
success of programs for gifted and talented students. Because gifted students often 
spend much of their time in regular education classrooms, information in this 
section includes data about teachers in the regular classroom as well as those 
working in specialized gifted education programs. The questions in this section 
explore state requirements regarding pre-service training, certification and 
endorsement, and professional development for educators including administrators 
and counselors 


RELATED POLICIES AND PRACTICES 


To provide a rich picture, we asked about policies and practices that facilitate an 
appropriate education for the gifted. For example, policies regarding early entrance 
to kindergarten often hold back children who were ready for school earlier than 
their age peers. This section includes questions on state policies concerning 
entrance to kindergarten, dual enrollment, and proficiency-based promotion and 
whether these policies leave key decisions to local districts. 


NEW DEVELOPMENTS, CONCERNS, AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS 


Professionals in gifted and talented education shared changes to the gifted 
education support system in their states that occurred in the two years since the 
previous report system. This section includes ratings of positive and negative forces, 
indications of areas needing attention, and free-form responses on recent legislative 
and other changes across the country. 
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OVERVIEW 


The data collected for and represented in this report reflect the policies, practices, and their 
resulting effects for the estimated three million academically gifted and talented U. S. 
students in grades PreK-12. Forty-two states including the District of Columbia (referred to 
collectively as “states”) responded to the 2014-2015 State of the States in Gifted Education 
survey. The survey featured a combination of closed-response questions to facilitate 
efficiency of response, as well as open-ended questions that allowed responders to provide 
specific, detailed information on gifted policies, programs, services, practices, and the 
agencies coordinating them. As observed in past analyses, several key themes emerged 
from high rates of state responses to items regarding decentralized decision-making and 
accountability, limited service options, the importance of professional development, the 
influence of federal education law, and funding issues. 


DECENTRALIZED DECISION-MAKING AND LIMITED ACCOUNTABILITY 


Without a federal mandate to identify or serve the needs of gifted learners, state and local 
education agencies are the authorities in determining programs and services for gifted 
learners in the 2014-15 school year. Although decentralization allows for states to respond 
to the specific needs of their population, it results in a wide disparity in services across and 
within states. In states that did provide direction, there was often a lack of specificity, 
leaving it to LEAs to determine best practices. 


Out of the 42 states responding: 
e Thirty-two states reported a mandate related to gifted and talented education, for 
student identification, services, or both. 


e Eight states had no mandate, and 8 states that had mandates did not provide 
funding for them. 


e Thirty-seven states defined giftedness in statute or regulations; 30 of them required 
LEAs to follow the definition. 


e Schools in 33 states were required to use specific criteria and/or methods to 
identify gifted and talented students, and the criteria/methods were completely or 
partially determined at the state level in 12. Thirty-four states provided guidance on 
identification. Eleven states required a particular identification process, while the 
others left some or all of the specifics to the LEAs. 


e States, overall, were inclusive regarding the recognition of gifted identifications 
from other states, with 33 permitting it or leaving it to the LEA to decide, yet five 
states had policy that did not permit it. No states prohibited LEAs from recognizing 
gifted eligibility from other LEAs within the state; 12 states had policy that 
specifically permitted it. Without every state and LEA recognizing gifted 
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identifications, this continues to present a challenge to families who move across or 
even within states. 


Twenty-three states required gifted education strategies aligned with special 
education, especially free appropriate public education (16), non-discriminatory 
testing (16), dispute resolution (13), and due process (12). Fewer states required 
other strategies from special education, such as individual education plans for gifted 
students (9), Child Find (8), mediation (7), least restrictive environment (5) and 
related services (4). 


States that specified standards or requirements regarding gifted programming differed in 
their ability to monitor and report on the quality of gifted programs. 


Seventeen states reported having one or more full-time staff members at the state 
level dedicated to gifted education. Gifted education staff in 24 states also had 
responsibilities for one or more other programs. Three states had no staff for gifted 
education. 


Nineteen states did not monitor or audit LEA gifted programs; 16 did not require 
LEAs to submit reports on their programs and students. 


Twenty-eight states did not have gifted indicators on district report cards or other 
state accountability forms, making it a challenge to collect data on gifted education, 
as only 11 states produced a state report. 


Eighteen states required districts to submit gifted program plans, with 12 of those 
requiring state approval of the local plans. Of these 12, most oversaw identification 
and programming (10) and program evaluation and teacher training (8) some 
oversaw personnel (6), the definition of giftedness (5), funding (5), and family 
engagement (4). 


Eleven states reported that they either did not collect data on identified gifted 
learners or did not have it available. Of the 26 that had data, the availability of 
demographic data varied greatly for subgroups of students by gender, 
race/ethnicity, dual exceptionalities, language and socio-economic status. 
Additionally, 24 had data that reflected the percentages of identified students who 
received services. 


SERVICE OPTIONS 


This survey represents the first time states were asked to distinguish between services required 
by the states and those offered by LEAs. 


Seventeen states required gifted education services in grades K-12, with another 
three also requiring them in Pre-K. Three states required services in fewer grades. 
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Of the 9 states that did not require services, all reported that schools/districts 
offered services in grades 3-8 with 4 states offering services in K-12, 2 offering 
services pre-K -12, 1 offering services in grades 2-12 and 1 offering services in 
grades 3-12. 


States required and schools/districts primarily offered intellectual (22, 18), general 
academic (17, 19), and specific academic area (16, 18) programs. Visual/performing 
arts received nearly as much focus (11, 19), with creativity (9, 16) and leadership (7, 
15) also being included. 


Regular classroom delivery was the highest ranking service delivery model for PreK 
and Kindergarten services out of the top five ranked, ranked second for early 
elementary (grades 1-3), and fourth for upper elementary, before moving back up in 
rank to second for middle school. This represents a change from the prior report 
when regular classroom delivery ranked second at all levels. For this report, cluster 
classrooms ranked first for early and upper elementary service models. 


For middle school honors/advanced coursework ranked first, with Advanced 
Placement (College Board) ranking first in high school out of the top five ranked, 
followed by dual enrollment (in college), honors/advanced coursework, and 
International Baccalaureate. 


STATE POLICIES AFFECTING SERVICES 


Of 40 reporting states, 32 reported mandates for gifted and talented identification, 
services, or both. The newest addition to these ranks is Washington. Through new 
legislation, Washington established a K-12 Highly Capable Program that established 
access to accelerated learning and enhanced instruction as a component of basic 
education. 


Thirteen states had policy specifically permitting acceleration strategies and 27 left 
it to LEA authority, and none prohibited it. Among individual acceleration options, 
13 states had policy that specifically did not permit early entrance to Kindergarten 
(a form of acceleration), while seven states specifically permitted it and 19 left it to 
LEA authority. 


Twenty-eight states had policy specifically permitting dual enrollment as a form of 
acceleration; 12 states left it to LEAs to decide. For those that permitted dual 
enrollment, 18 limited its availability by grade level and two limited it by age. 


Twenty-two states had policy that specifically permitted middle school students to 
be dually/concurrently enrolled in high school, with another 26 that left it to LEA 
authority and only two that prohibited it. Nine states had policy that specified 
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middle school students may receive credit towards high school graduation for the 
dual/concurrent coursework, with one state prohibiting it. 


Nineteen states specifically permitted proficiency-based credit/promotion without 
seat time for gifted students. Fourteen left it to LEA authority, and four states had 
policy that prohibited it. Although most states left it to LEAs to determine how 
students may demonstrate proficiency (14), states also reported the use of end of 
course assessments (7), performances (5), standardized tests (4), and portfolios. 
LEAs were also the primary authority in determining the options to accommodate 
students who demonstrated proficiency. Seven states specifically permitted credit 
towards high school graduation for demonstrated proficiency, with another two 
leaving it to LEA discretion. 


States primarily left it to LEAs to determine the components of gifted programs and 
services, with limited numbers of states requiring differentiated instruction (12), 
social-emotional support (9), content-based acceleration, contact time (7), and 
academic guidance and counseling (6). 


Nine states had policy that specifically permitted Response to Intervention (RtI) or 
Multi-Tiered System of Supports (MTSS) framework to include attention to gifted 
and talented students, while 30 left it to LEA determination. 


THE IMPORTANCE OF PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 


State responses highlighted the importance of teachers - both general education, as well as 
teachers of the gifted - receiving training in the nature of gifted learners and meeting their 
needs. In particular, respondents asked to rate the degree of attention needed to 17 
different areas rated pre-service training at the undergraduate level in gifted education 
third and professional training for general education teachers to provide gifted/talented 
instruction fifth. In considering ways federal policy could benefit gifted students, 27 states cited 
its potential to increase the capacity of teachers to differentiate the curriculum. These 
findings reflected increases since the last report across several related categories. 


One state, Nevada, required all pre-service teacher candidates to take separate 
coursework in gifted education. 


Five states required professional development for general education teachers but 
did not specify a set number of hours. Five states had policies that left the decision 
to the LEAs. Eighteen states had no policy, leaving it to LEAs to determine, while 11 
states left it as voluntary. This represented a positive increase since the last report 
when three states reported required training. 
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e Three states had policy that required general education teachers to receive some 
other type of training on gifted students after initial certification. Six had policy that 
left it to LEA authority, 15 had no policy, but left it to LEA determination, as well as 
14 who left it as voluntary. 


e In another increase, 19 states required professionals working in programs for gifted 
and talented students to have certification or an endorsement. Although only seven 
out of 27 required annual staff development for these professionals, it is an increase 
from the five in the prior report. 


e Twenty-nine states offered gifted and talented credentialing (certification/ 
endorsement), with 25 allowing for hours to be earned through course semester 
hours, eight through CEUs, and seven through staff development. 


e Four states out of 39 required administrators to have coursework on the nature and 
needs of gifted students. Similarly, 4 states out of 37 required GT coursework for 
counselors. 


FUNDING ISSUES CONTINUE TO WAX AND WANE 


Funding varied widely across states. Of 32 states with mandates, 4 states reported funding 
mandates in full, 20 reported partial funding, and 8 reported no funding. States reported on 
other elements of funding beyond mandates. 


e Twenty-seven states provided funding to LEAs for gifted education services. With 
multiple responses permitted, 10 allocated funds specifically for gifted education, 
seven made the funds available through the general allocation, and five made the 
money available through grants. Fifteen states provided the funding through 
formula allocation. 


e State funding provided to LEAs for 2014-2015 ranged from $150,000 to $157.2 
million, with 10 states providing $10 million or less. 


e Regarding the disbursement of those funds, 16 states provided funding to all LEAs 
as part of general funding to districts, eight states to LEAs by mandate, and three by 
discretionary funding based on LEA application. Other states used competitive (1) 
or teacher grants (1), state special education funding (1), or a per-pupil basis for 
students identified through state-approved means. 


e Most states did not set requirements or limits on the funds to LEAs as long as the 
money was spent supporting gifted students (16), but others specified it must be 
spent in specific areas (9), on student materials and instruction (5), or on limited 
equipment and technology (3). 
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e Seven states capped the distribution of state funds to LEAs on the basis of the percent 
of identified students (2),the percent of the Average Daily Attendance (3), or Other 


(2). 


e Some states funded schools such as Governor’s schools and summer programs (10), 
schools for math and science (8), schools for the fine and performing arts (8), 
residential schools for the gifted (2), and virtual high schools (2). States also funded 
tests including AP/International Baccalaureate (14) and ACT/SAT/Discover tests (14). 


THE INFLUENCE OF FEDERAL EDUCATION LAW 


e The lack of federal education law for gifted and talented education places authority 
and responsibility for all decisions regarding high-ability students in the hands of 
states that, in turn, frequently delegate that responsibility and authority to LEAs. 
What, then, did states see as the ways federal policy could benefit gifted students 
and their families? All responding to the question (34) believed it would have 
benefits in increasing accountability for student learning (31), capacity of teachers 
to differentiate curriculum (27), research to develop best practices and disseminate 
it to LEAs (25), and family engagement. 


e Concern continued over the federal K-12 education law focus on struggling learners, 
although there was a bit of a shift since the last report. Whereas 26 states previously 
rated it very negative to negative, now only 17 states did so, with more rating it 
neutral (13 now vs. 11 previously). 


e Most states saw the lack of recognition of gifted students in federal education law as 
very negative to slightly negative (28) or neutral (7) at best, according importance 
to federal support to bolster state endeavors. 


A majority of states had representatives who responded to the request for information 
for this report, thereby providing us with a wide view of gifted education across the 
country. The report shows the great range of state-level support and direction in gifted 
education, as well as emphasizing the areas that are common concerns across the 
states. The range of responses highlights areas for growth and possible directions for 
change. Features such as specific mandates, high levels of funding, professional 
preparation requirements, and accountability measures in particular states represent 
possible models for other states to consider as they continue to strive for the best 
possible educational experiences for gifted and talented students. 
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METHODOLOGY 


The purpose of this study was to provide a comprehensive picture of the condition of 
education for gifted children in the United States. As such, our approach was to be inclusive 
of all the states and U.S. territories by inviting all to participate and providing multiple 
methods of responding to the research questions. 


Invitations to participate in this study were sent to the employee charged with oversight of 
gifted programs within each state department of education. Multiple requests for 
participation were made by e-mail and telephone between June and August 2015. 


After the completion deadline, non-responding states or territories were contacted by 
telephone and e-mail again to invite their participation. Responding states were also 
contacted as necessary to resolve data inconsistencies. 


The survey instrument covered multiple topic areas, including policies, services, funding, 
and other information about the 2014-2015 school year. The survey was completed online 
using a system that allowed respondents to save their progress and resume at a later time; 
submitting a completed survey was a separate step. Representatives from 42 states 
(including the District of Columbia) completed surveys. 


NOTES ON READING THIS REPORT 


For the purposes of this report, both states and territories were referred to, in general, as 
“states.” Three abbreviations frequently employed throughout the report are listed below: 


SEA: State Education Agency 
LEA: Local Education Agency 
GT: Gifted and Talented 


In a study of this type, which includes a small sample size, reporting percentages to 
question responses can be misleading. Therefore, results were reported as actual numbers 
of states responding and should be considered in context with the total number of 
responses for a given question, which is also provided. 


The Appendix to this report consists of 39 tables reporting all responses to all questions. 
Within the summary of findings, the reader is directed to the specific table(s) containing 
the data for each question being discussed. Not all questions in this survey applied to all 
respondents; some questions were optional. As a result, there are blank cells within the 
tabular data located in the appendix of this report. Crosshatching in the data tables is used 
to indicate states that did not submit a survey. 
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 


I. STATE EDUCATION AGENCIES 


States reported on the organization and responsibilities for gifted education by the state 
departments of education as well as the actions of state advisory committees. 
Considerations included the human capital devoted to gifted education, their authority, 
responsibilities, and accountability. 


State education agencies (SEAs) varied widely in how they were structured, including the 
reporting channel for gifted and talented (GT) education. All but 7 respondents indicated 
that at least a portion of gifted and talented education was part of a larger department; the 
larger departments included curriculum and instruction (15), general education (12), 
special education (7), exceptional students (4), and a variety of other departments (11). 
The 12 general education responses marked an increase from four in the last report, 
although separate gifted and talented programs remained nearly the same with eight 
reported previously for special education and two for exceptional students. (See Appendix, 
Table 1.) 


Reporting Department 
(n=41, multiple responses possible) 


Curriculum and Instruction 

General Education 

Special Education 

GT (separate from special/general ed.) 
Exceptional Students 
Vocational/Technical 

Other (please specify) 


Number of Responses 


There also was variation in the types of programs that fall under the supervision of the 
SEA’s GT office. Of 40 respondents, 20 indicated that their office had supervisory 
responsibilities for one or more programs, including, but not limited to, Advanced 
Placement (AP) courses and/or exams (16), International Baccalaureate (IB) (14), 
concurrent enrollment in college and public school course (4), Governor’s schools (3), and 
on-line learning opportunities. (See Appendix, Table 1.) 
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Programs Over Which SEA GT Has Supervisory Role 
(n=40, multiple responses possible) 


College Board AP courses/exams 
International Baccalaureate program 
Concurrent enrollment in college/public course 
On-line learning opportunities 

Governor's schools 

Academic or other competitions 

Special statewide high schools 

Credit by examination 

Other (please specify) 

None of the above 


Number of Responses 


STAFFING 


Seventeen of 41 states reported having at least 1 SEA employee devoted full-time to gifted 
and talented education. Of those, most had 1 full-time employee, 2 states had 2 full-time 
employees and 2 states had more than 2. Three of the states with full time employees also 
had additional part-time GT staff, while 23 states had part-time GT staff exclusively. Some 
states saw increases in staffing, such as North Carolina adding another full-time employee 
and Connecticut reinstating the position. (See Appendix, Table 1.) Ten states provide 
additional GT support staff members that provide technical support and assistance to 
school-based educators regionally (10), at the district level (7), and in schools (6). (See 
Appendix, Table 2.) 


Number of SEA Employees Devoted Full-Time to Gifted Education 
(n=41) 
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Of 40 respondents, 24 reported that their state gifted education office had responsibilities 
for some general education or other special programs or projects that were not directly 
related to gifted education. This included 15 states without a full-time person devoted to 
GT. (See Appendix, Table 1.) 


The specific activities of SEA staff varied, but it was clear that supporting local educators 
was a core responsibility for most. Almost all states reported SEA staff spent most of their 
time providing technical assistance by telephone, email, or webinar (38). SEA staff also 
spent time responding to parental questions (24), providing professional and staff 
development (21), and monitoring program compliance (20), along with providing 
technical assistance to schools (18) and being a liaison to statewide associations for the 
gifted (17). (See Appendix, Table 2.) 


Activities Requiring the Most Time from SEA Personnel 
(n=40 states, up to five responses from each) 


Technical assistance by phone/email/webinar 
Respond to parental questions 

Provide professional and staff development 
Monitor program compliance 

Technical assistance to schools/districts 
Liaison to state association for the gifted 
Develop state policies and/or guidelines 
Serve on task forces and committees 
Provide technical assistance by email 
Grants management 

Provide information to state legislatures 
Other (please specify) 


0 5 
Number of Respondents Listing Activity in the Top Five 


STATE ADVISORY COMMITTEE 


Just under half (19 out of 40) states had state gifted advisory committees. Of those states 
that did, the majority (14) had standing committees, while four had ad-hoc committees and 
two had them as part of a state special education advisory committee. (See Appendix, Table 
11.) The most common specific reporting channel for both types of advisory group was the 
state superintendent/board of education (13). (See Appendix, Table 11.) 


The advisory committees served a variety of functions, with most responsible for studying 
issues impacting gifted students (14), recommending or providing input on law and 
policies (12), making recommendations about gifted education to the state board of 
education (11), and/or disseminating information about gifted education throughout the 
state (12). Six states produced a written report within the last three years, with 5 reports 
being available. (See Appendix, Table 11.) 
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Functions and Activities of Advisory Committee 
(n=18, multiple responses possible) 


Study issues impacting gifted students 


Make recommendations about gifted student 
education to the state board of education 
Disseminate information about gifted education 
throughout the state 


Recommend or provide input on law and policies 


Produce reports and/or data on gifted education 
in the state 

Include a membership representative of the 
state's business and educational communities 
Make recommendations about gifted student 
education to the governor 


Number of Responses 


II. FUNDING FOR GIFTED AND TALENTED EDUCATION 


Reporting states differed greatly in how much, if any, funds they allocated to gifted and 
talented education. For those states that did provide funding, they varied by the type of 
funding mechanism, uses at the state level, and disbursement to LEAs. 


Thirty-nine states responded to the funding questions, with 27 reporting they provided 
funds to LEAs and 12 responding they did not. Of the 27 states that provide funds to LEAs, 
22 provided a funding level for 2014-15. Those amounts ranged from $150,000 in Idaho to 
$157.2 million in Texas. Twelve states provided zero in state funding for 2014-15. 

(See Appendix, Table 34.) 


State Funds to LEAs for Gifted Education, 2014-2015 
(n=34) 
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Between the 2012-13 and 2014-15 school years, 14 states increased their funding for 
gifted and talented education (up from 12 in the last report), with increases ranging from 
3% in Oklahoma to 88% in Idaho (as well as an increase in Delaware from $0 to $450,000). 
Five states maintained the same (non-zero) funding over those three years, while two 
states (Wyoming, -3%, Kansas, -4%) reported decreases in funding. (See Appendix, Table 
34.) 


FUNDING MECHANISMS 


Of the 27 states that provide funding to LEAs for gifted education services, 15 provided 
funding through formula allocation, 10 through allocation to LEAs specifically for gifted 
education services, seven through the general allocation, and five through grants to LEAs. 
The most commonly used funding formula was weighted funding (9). (See Appendix, Table 
34.) 


Types of Funding to LEAs for GT Services 
(n=27, multiple responses possible) 


State funds available by formula allocation 
State funds available for GT services 
State funds available by general allocation 
State funds available by grants to LEAs 
Other (please specify) 


Number of Responses 


Five states have ceilings on the distribution of state funds, based on percentages of average 
daily attendance (3) and percentages of identified students (2). Two others noted they had 
a cap tying it to figures from 2006 including the amount appropriated (Missouri) and 
student numbers (Florida). (See Appendix, Table 34.) 


PROGRAMS FUNDED AT THE STATE LEVEL 


In a separate question, respondents were asked to indicate which of a variety of programs 
were funded at the state level. Advanced Placement/International Baccalaureate and 
ACT/SAT/Discover tests were cited most frequently (14), followed by schools for math and 
science (10), summer governor’s schools (9), then virtual high schools (8), and schools for 
fine and performing arts (8). (See Appendix, Table 29.) 
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Programs Funded at the State Level 
(n=27, multiple responses possible) 


AP/International Baccalaureate tests 
ACT/SAT/Discover test 

School for Math and Science 
Governor's school (Summer) 

Virtual high school 

School for the Fine and Performing Arts 
Governor's school (school year) 

School for the Humanities 

Other (please specify) 

None 


Number of Responses 


III. MANDATES TO IDENTIFY AND SERVE GIFTED STUDENTS 


States vary regarding identification and services for gifted and talented students. Although 
some states mandate identification and/or services via state policy or law, LEAs have great 
flexibility in the process used and the services offered, which resulted in differences not 
only among states, but also among LEAs within certain states. 


Of 40 responding states, 32 had some form of legal mandate related to gifted and talented 
education. The authority for these mandates derived from a variety of sources, including 
state law specific to gifted education (23), state department of education policy (11), 
administrative rule (10), SEA guidelines (8), and state law specific to disabled and gifted 
education (7). Respondents from all states provided the citations for their mandates. (See 
Appendix, Table 13.) 


Authority for State GT Mandate 
(n=32, multiple responses possible) 


State law specific to gifted education 

State Department of Education policy 
Administrative rule 

LEAs choose from state-approved assessments 
SEA guidelines 


State law specific to disabled and gifted education 
Other (please specify) 
Not specified 


10 15 20 
Number of Responses 
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Of the 32 states reporting having mandates related to gifted and talented students, nearly 
all (28) required both identification and services, while 4 states required identification 
only. (See Appendix, Table 13.) 


Of the 32 states with mandates related to gifted and talented education, 4 states fully 
funded the mandate at the state level, 20 partially funded the mandate, and eight did not 
fund the mandate. One respondent with a mandate did not provide the level of funding for 
at least one of the past three years. (See Appendix, Table 13.) 


Funding for State Gifted Mandates Mandated 


(n=32) with full 
funding, 4 


eo 


Mandated 
with no 
Mandated funding, 8 
with partial 
funding, 20 


Respondents were asked if their states required certain services that were aligned with 
special education. The services that were most likely to be mandated for gifted and talented 
students were free appropriate public education (16) and non-discriminatory testing (16). 
Services such as least restrictive environment (5) and mediation (7) were less frequently 
required. (See Appendix, Table 13.) 


Required GT Services Aligned with Special Education 
(n=38, multiple responses possible) 


Free appropriate public education 
Non-discriminatory testing 

None required 

Dispute resolution 

Due process 


Individual education plan for gifted students 
Child find 

Mediation 

Least restrictive environment 

Related services 


Number of Responses 
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IV. ACCOUNTABILITY 


This section addresses the areas in which LEAs are answerable to the state for gifted and 
talented education services and outcomes, as well as the data collected and reported by the 
state to the public. 


Twenty-one of 40 responding states monitored and/or audited LEA programs for gifted 
and talented students through a system of reporting, submission and approval of local 
gifted education plans, in response to complaints, and on-site interviews, among other 
strategies. (See Appendix, Table 20 and Table 21.) 


LOCAL GIFTED EDUCATION PLANS 


Eighteen states (of 40) required LEAs to submit their gifted education plans to the SEA; the 
SEA must approve the plans in only 12 of them. (See Appendix, Table 21.) 


Ten of the states that required state-level approval of LEA gifted plans required that the 
plans include descriptions of the identification processes used. Ten also required approval 
of plans for programming (10), program evaluation (8), teacher training (8), personnel (6), 
funding (5), the definition of gifted and talented used by the LEA (5), and family 
engagement/involvement (4). Arizona and Arkansas required LEAs to provide professional 
development and Colorado required that students provide specific information related to 
record keeping, confidentiality, early access provisions, and resolving disagreements. (See 
Appendix, Table 21.) 


LEA Gifted Program Components Requiring SEA Approval 
(n=12, multiple responses possible) 


Identification 

Programming 

Program evaluation 

Teacher training 

Personnel 

State-req’d components approved locally 
Definition of gifted and talented 

Funding 

Family engagement/involvement 

Other (please specify) 


Number of Responses 
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REPORTING TO THE STATE 


Twenty-four states (of 40) required LEAs to report on their gifted education services. 

The criteria most frequently required in reports were service options (18), teacher training 
(15), program evaluation (12), a demographic breakdown of students served (10), and 
student achievement/performance (7). Other requirements were added by respondents 
including identification procedures (5). (See Appendix, Table 20.) 


LEA GT Report Requirements 
(n=24, multiple responses possible) 


Gifted services options 

Teacher training 

Service options 

Program evaluation 

Demographic breakdown of students served 
Gifted student achievement/performance 
Other (please specify) 


Number of Respones 


STATE REPORTING 


Eleven states (of 39 reporting) include gifted education indicators—usually the number of 
identified students (10)—as part of district report cards or other state accountability 
reporting forms. Indicators also included the availability of program options such as 
AP/International Baccalaureate classes, (7) and dual or concurrent enrollment, (6), along 
with information about gifted students’ learning growth (3) and achievement/performance 
(2) as separate groups. (See Appendix, Table 3.) 


2014-2015 State of the States in Gifted Education 26 


Gifted Indicators on District Report Cards/Accountability Forms 
(n=11, multiple responses possible) 


Number of identified gifted students 
Availability of AP/IB classes 

Dual or concurrent enrollment 
Graduation rate 

Dropout rate 

The learning growth of gifted students 
Achievement/performance of gifted students 
Career/technical education 

Early entrance to Kindergarten 

Early exit from high school 

Other (please specify) 


Number of Responses 


Eleven states produced a state report on gifted education; most (9) were available online at 
the time of this report. (See Appendix, Table 3.) 


Thirty-one states reported using NAGC’s Pre-K to 12 gifted programming standards to aid 
in the accountability process as well as the basis of state programming standards, 
evaluation tools, and reporting. For example, Alabama used them as an evaluation tool, 
while Louisiana used them as a reference for improving gifted and talented programming. 
(See Appendix, Table 38.) 


V. DEFINITION OF GIFTEDNESS 


Although there is a federal definition of giftedness in the No Child Left Behind Act (P.L. 107- 
110 [Title IX, Part A, Definition 22] [2002]; 20 USC 7801[22] [2004]), states have the 
authority to determine their own definition to guide identification and programming 
options. 


Of the 39 responding states, 37 had a state definition of gifted/talented. This definition was 
found in state statutes (13), state rules and regulations (23), and other sources (1), with 
many states’ definitions found in multiple locations. Respondents from 35 states included 
citations and 33 provided URLs for their states’ definitions. (See Appendix, Table 12.) 


State definitions of gifted and talented encompassed multiple areas, with almost all 
including intellectually gifted (34) and most including academically gifted (24), 
performing/visual arts (21), creatively gifted (21), and/or specific academic areas (20). Far 
fewer state definitions included specific populations of gifted/talented students, such as 
low SES (9), ESL/ELL (8), culturally or ethnically diverse (8), gifted with a disability (6), or 
geographically isolated/rural (3). Some states address other factors such as Arkansas 
including task commitment and high potential. (See Appendix, Table 12.) 
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Areas Included in State Definition of Gifted 
(n=37, multiple responses possible) 


Intellectually gifted 
Academically gifted 
Performing/visual arts 
Creatively gifted 

Specific academic areas 
Leadership 

Low SES 
Culturally/ethnically diverse 
ESL/ELL 

Gifted with a disability 
Underachieving 
Geographically isolated/rural 
Psychomotor 

Highly or profoundly gifted 
Other (please specify) 


20 25 30 35 
Number of Responses 


In most of the 37 states that had a state definition of gifted and talented, LEAs were 
required to use the state definition (30). However, LEAs in 7 states were not required to 
use the same definition that was found in state law, rule, or regulation. (See Appendix, 
Table 12.) 


VI. IDENTIFICATION OF GIFTED AND TALENTED STUDENTS 


States vary widely on the degree to which the state guides or directs the process of 
identifying gifted and talented students, including which students were identified, through 
which methods, and at what point in their education. States also reported on corresponding 
program service options. As noted above, 32 states mandated the identification of gifted 
and talented students. This section includes more details about how much of the 
identification process was regulated at the state level, as well as different identification 
processes used and the demographics of identified gifted students. 


STATE INVOLVEMENT IN IDENTIFICATION 


Schools in 33 states were required to use specific criteria and/or methods to identify gifted 
and talented students. In 12 of those states, the criteria/methods were determined at the 
state level; in 21 states the criteria/methods were determined entirely at the local level; in 
3 states criteria/methods were determined at both the state and local levels. Respondents 
from 8 states indicated that schools were not required to use specific identification criteria 
or methods. The majority of states (34) did provide their LEAs with some guidance on the 
identification process, even if the specific process to be used was not mandated. (See 
Appendix, Table 14 and Table 15.) 
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Determination of GT Identification Criteria/Methods 
(n=39, multiple possible answers) 


Yes, determined at the local level 21 


‘ SS ee 
Yes, determined at the state level 12 
Other (please specify) 
No 


10 15 20 
Number of Responses 


Thirty-three states provided information on the criteria or methods required for the 
identification of gifted and talented students. The majority of these states required the use 
of a multiple criteria model (19), and all 19 specified at least two types of required 
information. The most frequently required criteria include IQ scores (13), achievement 
data (13), nominations (12), a range of state-approved assessments (9), and portfolios (8). 
(See Appendix, Table 14.) 


Required Gifted Identification Indicators 
(n=33, multiple responses possible) 


Multiple criteria model 

Achievement data 

IQ scores 

Nominations/ referrals 

LEA choice of state-approved assessments 


Indicators are not specified 
Performance/portfolio 
Behaviors/characteristics data 
Other (please specify) 


10 15 
Number of Responses 


In 28 responding states, LEAs within the same state were not required to use the same 
identification process. In 19 states, policy left the identification process to the LEA and 
there was no state policy in 3 states. There were other aspects of the identification process 
that some states regulated. For example, 21 states required parent/guardian involvement 
in decisions related to gifted and talented identification or services. (See Appendix, Table 
14 and Table 15.) 


Some states had policies that affect students who relocate. Out of 39 responding states, 12 
specified that gifted and talented program/service eligibility is transferrable within the 
same State, while most states left this decision to the LEAs, either by policy (11) or by the 
absence of policy (18). Far fewer (5) specified that gifted and talented eligibility may 
transfer from other states, again leaving the decision to the LEAs through policy (8) or by 
absence of a policy (20). Five states did not permit GT eligibility to transfer between states. 
(See Appendix, Table 29.) 
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LEAs Recognize Gifted Eligibility From Other 
LEAs within the State 
(n=39) 


State policy 
leaves LEA 
< to determine, 


8 
No state 
policy; up to 


LEA to 


determine, j 
19 
State policy 
specifically 


permits, 12 


State Recognizes Gifted Eligibility From 
Other States 
(n=38) State policy 
specifically 


ee permits, 5 


State policy 
does not 
No state permit, 5 
policy, up >ta' 
to LEA to leaves LEA 
determine, t 
20 


HOW AND WHEN GIFTED STUDENTS WERE IDENTIFIED 


Nine of 30 responding states required gifted and talented students to be identified at 
specific times. The most commonly required times followed parent or teacher referrals (5) 
or when students transfer from out of state (4). 


In addition to providing information on whether states required students to be identified at 
specific times, respondents for 27 states provided information about when gifted and 
talented students were usually identified. Most states reported students being identified 
based on teacher referral (19) or parent referral (19), followed by identification at multiple 
points in K-12 (17), following student referrals (13), and transfers from out of state (10). 
(See Appendix, Table 15.) 
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Typical Time of Gifted Identification 
(n=27, multiple responses possible) 


Following teacher referral 

Following parent referral 

At multiple points in K-12 

Following student referral 

When students transfer from out of state 
Other-purpose assessments also GT approved 
When students transfer from in state 

All screened in elementary school (one time only) 
Kindergarten or early entrance screening 
Entering middle school 

Entering high school 

Other (please specify) 


5 10 15 
Number of Responses 


STUDENTS IDENTIFIED AS GIFTED AND TALENTED 


Whether a student was identified as gifted and talented continued to depend on where he 
or she lives. Although 32 states reported having a mandate for identification, 18 reported 
100% of their LEAs identify gifted and talented students. The rest reported a range of 16% 
to 99.7%, with 3 states reporting no statewide data. (See Appendix, Table 13 and Table 
14.) 


Due partially to this variation in identification among LEAs and also to the different 
definitions and identification processes used, the percent of states’ students who were 
identified as gifted also varied. Two states had limits on the percent of students a district 
may identify as gifted. These were Maine with 3-5% in the academic areas 3-5% in the arts 
and Connecticut with 5%. 


Respondents were asked to provide information about the percentage of gifted and 
talented students in their state that belong to various demographic groups. This 
information was not universally available. With 22 states reporting data for ethnicity, 21 
for gender, 15 for students with disabilities, 14 for students categorized as low SES, and 12 
for English language learners (ELL). (See Appendix, Table 17 for all demographic data.) 


e Eleven states reported having a greater number of female than male students 
identified as gifted and talented. Among the 19 states reporting on collected data 
(not by estimate), gender proportions ranged from 43.3% male/56.7% female 
(Hawaii) to 50%/50% male/female (Iowa, Maine, and North Carolina). 
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e Itwas difficult to compare ethnicity data from multiple states in a meaningful 
manner due to the variation in ethnicities in state populations. Readers should refer 
to Table 17 in the Appendix for ethnicity information for the state(s) of interest. 


e Ofthe 12 states with information about the percentage of identified gifted students 
who were ELL, 7 reported 1% or fewer. The largest reported percent was in 
Colorado with 4.58%. 


e The 15 states reporting the percentage of identified gifted students who had 
disabilities gave responses ranging from 0.1% (Kansas) to 6% (Washington). 


e Ofthe 14 states reporting, the identified gifted students who were low SES varied 
widely, from a low of <1% (Iowa) to a high of 38.93% (Arkansas). 


VII. PROGRAMS AND SERVICES FOR GIFTED STUDENTS 


Twenty-eight states reported having mandates that required services for gifted and 
talented students. This section contains additional information about the types of gifted 
programs and services required by the state, those offered by LEAs, and the students who 
received those services at the local level at different grade levels. 


TYPES OF GIFTED PROGRAMS AND SERVICES 


Thirty-two states reported on programs or services required for specific categories of 
giftedness and talent. Most of these states required services for intellectual giftedness (22) 
and/or gifts and talents in academic areas both general (17) and specific (16). Nine states 
reported that programs or services were not required. 


LEAs most commonly offered services related to general academic areas (19) and 
visual/performing arts (19), followed by intellectual (18) and specific academic areas (18). 
They also offered services related to creativity (16,) and leadership (15). (See Appendix, 
Table 18.) 
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Categories of Giftedness Required to be Served by Programs 


Required by State Offered in Schools/Districts 


Intellectual (n=32) 

General academic (n=28) 
Specific academic areas (n=29) 
Visual/performing arts (n=27) 
Creativity (n=23) 

Leadership (n=21) 

None (no specific services) (n=9) 


Number of Responses 


The particular components of gifted programs and services were largely left to LEA 
authority, but some states required specific components including differentiated 
instruction (12), social-emotional support (9), content-based acceleration (8), 
requirements on contact time (7) and academic guidance and counseling (6). Otherwise, 
the LEAs determined program components. (See Appendix, Table 28.) 


Components of Gifted Programs and Services 


u State policy specifically requires u State policy does not requires 


« State policy leaves LEA to determine No state policy; up to LEA to determine 


Content-based acceleration 
Differentiated instruction 


Contact time 


Academic guidance and counseling 


Social-emotional support 


Number of Responses 


Some states included attention to gifted students in their Response to Intervention (RtI) or 
MTSS frameworks. While the majority of states (30) left it up to the LEA to determine if 
gifted students were included in the framework, whether by no state policy (25) or state 
policy leaving it to the LEA to determine (5), while 9 states specifically permitted attention 
to gifted students. (See Appendix, Table 29). 
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NAGC’s Pre-K to Grade 12 Gifted Programming Standards also influenced the design and 
delivery of gifted programs and services in several states. Of the 33 respondents to an 
open-ended question about the use of these standards, several cited their use in the 
creation of program standards, evaluation tools, program design, and self-evaluation. (See 
Appendix, Table 38.) 


Changes to Teacher Training and/or Curriculum Due to Common 
Core 
(n=38) 


5 
Districts are doing this work 


Not applicable 
6 8 12 14 16 
Number of Responses 


SERVICE DELIVERY MODELS 


Among the 15 respondents who were able to estimate the most frequently used delivery 
methods in pre-kindergarten and kindergarten, the most common methods were regular 
classroom (11), resource room (10), cluster classrooms (8), and continuous progress /self- 
paced learning (7). (See Appendix, Table 23.) 


Pre-K and Kindergarten Top GT Delivery Models 


Regular classroom 

Resource room 

Cluster classrooms 

Continuous progress/self-paced learning 
Self-contained classroom 

Independent study 

Magnet schools 

Telescoped learning 


Number of Responses 


Twenty-two respondents were able to estimate the most frequently used delivery methods 
for early elementary, or grades 1-3. The same four methods were most common at this 
level as in pre-K and kindergarten, albeit in a slightly different order: cluster classrooms 
(16), resource rooms (14), regular classrooms (14), and self-contained classrooms (9). (See 
Appendix, Table 23.) 


2014-2015 State of the States in Gifted Education 34 


Early Elementary Top Gifted Delivery Models 


Cluster classrooms 

Resource room 

Regular classroom 
Self-contained classroom 
Continuous progress/self-passed learning 
Magnet schools 

Virtual classroom/coursework 
Telescoped learning 

Regional performing arts school 
Regional math/science school 
Other (please specify) 


6 8 10 12 14 #16 18 
Number of Responses 


Twenty-two respondents were able to estimate the most frequently used delivery methods 
for upper elementary, or grades 4-6. Cluster classrooms (17), resource rooms (15), subject 
acceleration (12), and self-contained classrooms (11) were the top delivery models. Unlike 
PreK-K, early elementary, and middle school, regular classrooms were not in the top three 
at this level. (See Appendix, Table 23.) 


Upper Elementary Top GT Delivery Models 


Cluster classrooms 

Resource room 

Subject acceleration 
Self-contained classroom 
Regular classroom 

Magnet schools 

Telescoped learning 
Independent study 
Honors/advance coursework 
Continuous progress/self-passed learning 
Virtual classroom/coursework 
Dual enrollment 

Regional math/science school 
IB (primary years program) 
Regional performing arts school 
Mentorships 

Other (please specify) 


Number of Responses 


Among the 22 states with responses for most frequently used delivery methods in middle 
school, honors/advanced coursework (15) was the most common, followed by regular 
classrooms (14), and cluster classrooms (13). (See Appendix, Table 23.) 
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Middle School Top GT Delivery Models 


Honors/advance coursework 

Regular classroom 

Cluster classrooms 

Subject acceleration 

Magnet schools 

Resource room 

Self-contained classroom 

Advanced Placement (College Board) 
Virtual classroom/coursework 

IB (middle years program) 
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Independent study 
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Regional math/science school 
Mentorships 

Virtual school 

Telescoped learning 

Regional performing arts school 
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The 26 respondents who were able to estimate the high school delivery methods indicated 
that Advanced Placement (23), dual enrollment in college (18), honors/advanced 
coursework (17), and International Baccalaureate (12) were used most frequently. (See 
Appendix, Table 23.) 


High School Top GT Delivery Models 


Advanced Placement (College Board) a EE 


Dual enrollment (10 coll¢g¢) as 18 
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WHICH STUDENTS RECEIVED SERVICES 


Of the 24 states that reported data regarding the number of gifted and talented students 
served, 19 reported serving all identified students. The remaining states reported serving 
more than 85% of identified students, with the exception of Idaho (38%) and Connecticut 
(56%), with Connecticut having only a mandate to identify, but not to provide services. 
(See Appendix, Table 16.) 


Twenty-four states reported that services were required at particular grade levels. Most of 
those (21) required services for all grades from Kindergarten to grade 12, and another 
three also include pre-kindergarten. Of the remaining states, 4 required starting services 
later, in grade 2 (Nevada, Mississippi) or grade 3 (Maine and South Carolina) and one of 
those states stopped requiring services earlier, at grade 6 (Mississippi). Most states that did 
not require services did offer services in grades 1-12, (See Appendix, Table 19.) 


Grades Services are Required/Offered 


a Number of states requiring GT services Number of states reporting services are offered 


Pre-Kindergarten 
Kindergarten 
Grade 1 
Grade 2 
Grade 3 
Grade 4 
Grade 5 
Grade 6 
Grade 7 
Grade 8 
Grade 9 
Grade 10 
Grade 11 
Grade 12 
Number of Responses 


VIII. STAFFING AND PERSONNEL PREPARATION 


This section reviews requirements for professionals in specialized gifted programs, general 
education teachers, and other education professionals with regard to training and 
professional development in gifted and talented education. 
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PROFESSIONALS IN GIFTED AND TALENTED EDUCATION 


Professionals in specialized gifted and talented programs were required to have gifted 
education credentials in 19 of the 29 responding states. Five states had written 
competencies (other than endorsement or certification standards) for teachers in GT 
programs. Twelve states reported 70% or more of their gifted education professionals had 
a gifted and talented endorsement, five reported less than 69%, and 11 did not collect data 
or the question was not applicable. Seventeen states provided estimates for the percentage 
of professionals in GT programs who received annual professional development. Responses 
ranged from less than 10% (3) to two states estimating 100%, and 12 states estimating 
between 30-85%. (See Appendix, Table 32 and Table 33.) 


States Requiring Professionals Working in Gifted Programs to 
Have Certification or Endorsement 
(n=29) 
yes HINo FINA 


Out of 40 states reporting, 10 required districts to have a gifted and talented administrator, 
none were required to be full time and only one (Arkansas) required the administrator to 
have gifted and talented training. Responses varied widely regarding the percentage of 
LEAs that had full-time gifted and talented administrators. Percentages ranged from 80% 
of LEAs (Arkansas) to 1% or lower in 6 states, while 10 states were unable to report. (See 
Appendix, Table 22 and Table 33.) 
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States That Require Gifted Education Administrators 
(n=40) 


yes BINo ONA 


OTHER EDUCATION PROFESSIONALS 


Most general education teachers were unlikely to be required to receive any training or 
professional development in gifted and talented education. One state (Nevada) required, by 
state statute, a separate course in gifted education at the pre-service level. Twelve states 
reported that all pre-service teacher candidates are required to receive coursework by 
teacher preparation programs (9), or by LEAs (5). Twenty-five states reported discussion 
within-state about increasing all pre-service teachers’ knowledge and skills in working 
with gifted students through changes in licensure requirements (2), including reference to 
gifted/advanced students in state teacher preparation standards (11), and others, 
including gifted advocates discussing the issue (4). (See Appendix, Table 30.) 


Thirty-nine states reported requirements for general education teachers to receive 
professional development on gifted students after initial certification with only five states 
requiring through policy (without any set number of hours). Twenty-three states leave it 
up to LEAs due to state policy (5), or absence of state policy (18), while another 11 make it 
voluntary. (See Appendix, Table 31.) 
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General Education Teachers Receiving Professional Development on 
GT Students after Initial Certification 
(n=39) 


No state policy; up to LEAs to determine 
Voluntary 

State policy leaves up to LEAs to determine 
State policy requires 


Number of Responses 


Thirty-nine states also reported on whether general education teachers received 
continuing education units (CEUs) on gifted students after initial certification. Three states 
required it, with only Mississippi requiring a specific number of 5 hours. Another 4 states 
had policy leaving it up to the LEAs to determine, 20 states had no state policy, leaving it up 
to the LEAs to determine, or left it voluntary (12). 


General Education Teachers Receiving CEUs on Gifted Students After 
Initial Certification 
(n=39) 


_ 20 
State policy requires | 
0 5 10 15 20 


Number of Responses 


Out of 38 reporting states, three required general education teachers to receive other 
training on gifted students after initial certification, but not specifying the number of 
required hours. State policy left to LEA determination in 6 states, there was no state policy 
in 15 states, leaving it to LEA determination; it was voluntary in 14 states. Ten states were 
unable to report on the percentage of general education teachers receiving this training. Of 
those that reported figures, the percentage ranged from 0% to 85%, with 6 states reporting 
that figure to be 5% or less. (See Appendix, Table 30 and Table 31.) 


General Education Teachers Receive Other Training on Gifted 
Students After Initial Certification 


No state policy; up to LEAs to determine 


Voluntary 
State policy leaves it to LEAs to determine 
State policy requires 


Number of Responses 
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Regarding training for other school professionals, four states out of 35 required 
administrators to have coursework on the nature and needs of gifted students. Similarly, 
four states out of 33 required GT coursework for counselors. (See Appendix, Table 33.) 


CERTIFICATIONS AND DEGREES IN GIFTED AND TALENTED EDUCATION 


Most states (29) offered a credential in gifted and talented education, although as noted 
above it was only required for professionals in 19 states. The number of hours required for 
credentialing varied, ranging from 6 to 36 credit hours. (See Appendix, Table 32.) Methods 
of earning hours for certification varied from course semester credit hours (25), continuing 
education units (8), staff development (7), and other means (11) including work and 
practicum experience. With degrees offering a pathway to licensure, states reported 
degrees with an emphasis in gifted education at the Bachelor’s (9), Master’s (33), 
Specialist’s (12), Ed.D. (13), and Ph.D. (10) levels along with two others in the form of 
supplementary licenses and a teacher preparation in gifted education certificate. (See 
Appendix, Table 31 and Table 32.) 


IX. RELATED POLICIES AND PRACTICES 


This section discusses areas of education policy that had or may have implications for 
gifted students from the time they enter kindergarten through graduation from high school. 


ACCELERATION AND PROFICIENCY-BASED PROMOTION 


Academic acceleration policies were generally set at the local level. Thirteen states had 
policies that specifically permitted acceleration, while 12 states had policies leaving it to 
the LEA to determine; 15 states had no state-level policy, again leaving it to the LEA’s 
authority. No state reported having a policy that prohibited acceleration. (See Appendix, 
Table 24.) 


Proficiency-based credit/promotion was more likely to be addressed at the state level, with 
19 states specifically permitting the practice and 4 states prohibiting it. The remaining 14 
states allowed the LEAs to determine policy, either explicitly through state policy (6) or 
implicitly through the absence of policy (8). (See Appendix, Table 27.) 


LEAs usually determined the methods by which proficiency may be demonstrated (14). 
State-reported measures included end of course assessment (7), performance (5), 
standardized tests (4), portfolios (4), multiple choice tests (3), essays (2), lab experiments 
(2), or oral exam (2). 


LEAs also determined the advancement options available to students who had 
demonstrated proficiency (17), although states reported options such as grad/course 
advancement (9), dual/concurrent enrollment (9), independent study (6), individualized 
instruction (5), cross-grade grouping (5), cluster grouping (5), internship (5), 
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individualized education programs (5), correspondence courses (4), and other means (3) 
including online courses. (See Appendix, Table 27.) 


Methods Used to Demonstrate Proficiency 
(n=19, multiple responses possible) 


Left to LEA to determine 
End of course assessment 
Performance 

Portfolio 

Standardized tests 
Multiple choice test 

Oral exam 

Lab experiments 

Essay 

Other (please specify) 


Number of Responses 


Advancement Options After Proficiency Demonstrated 
(n=19, multiple responses possible) 


Left to LEA to determine 
Grad/course advancement 
Dual/concurrent enrollment 

Independent study 

Individualized instruction 

Cross-grade grouping 

Cluster grouping 

Internship 

Individualized education programs 
Correspondence courses 

Other (please specify) 


Number of Responses 


Seventeen states allowed credit towards high school graduation for demonstrated 
proficiency, while two others left that determination to the LEA. (See Appendix, Table 27.) 


EARLY ENTRANCE INTO KINDERGARTEN 


Thirty-nine states reported on early entrance to Kindergarten. Seven states had policy that 
specifically permitted it, 19 states left it to the LEA to determine (10 with policy and 9 
without), and 13 had policy that did not permit it. Of the states that permit early entrance 
to Kindergarten, two (MN, TX) require students to perform satisfactorily on an assessment; 
one (AZ) requires a “best interest of the child” determination; one requires that the child 
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demonstrates capability warranting early admission (MD); and one state (KY) provides 
other guidance. (See Appendix, Table 24.) 


DUAL ENROLLMENT 


Twenty-eight states had state policy that specifically permitted dual or concurrent 
enrollment in a community college, college, or university. Twelve left it to LEA authority 
(seven with state policy and five without). 


No state 
policy, up to 
LEA to 
determine, 5 


Dual Enrollment Policy 
(n=40) 


State policy 
leaves LEA to 
determine, 7 


State policy 
specifically 
permits, 28 


Ten states left the earliest grade and age of eligibility to LEA authority, but states that did 
specify included grade 9 (7), 10 (2), and 11 (2), with others including middle school grades 
without specifying which ones. 


Earliest Grade for Dual Enrollment 
(n=28) 


Left to LEA to determine 
Grade 9 

Grade 10 

Grade 11 

Other (please specify) 


4 6 8 


Number of Responses 


For age eligibility, 16 states left it to LEA determination, one specified age 14, another 
specified age 16, and eight others noted additional considerations such as those not 
specifying age requirements. 
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Earliest Age for Dual Enrollment 
(n=26) 


Left to LEA to determine 
Age 14 

Age 16 

Other (please specify) 


Number of Responses 


Twenty-two states had policy that specifically permitted high school credit to be given for 
courses completed at a community college or university, while five left it up to the LEA to 
determine (4 with state policy and one with no policy). Tuition was paid by the family (20), 
LEA (18), SEA (7), or other means (7) such as grants or waivers. 


Pays Tuition for Dual Enrollment 


Number of Responses 


More states left decisions regarding dual/concurrent enrollment in middle school and high 
school to LEAs. Ten states had policy that specifically permitted it, 26 left it up to the LEA 
(16 with policy and 10 without), and 2 had policy that did not permit it. Of those 10 
specifically permitting it, nine had policy permitting the middle school students to receive 
credit toward high school graduation for the courses in which they were 
dually/concurrently enrolled, but one state did not permit it. (See Appendix, Table 25 and 
Table 26.) 


X. NEW DEVELOPMENTS, CONCERNS, AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS 


NEW DEVELOPMENTS 


Respondents were asked if there had been any recent changes to their state rules and 
regulations that might impact GT education. Of the 33 who responded, 30 named one or 
more changes, with wide variation among those changes. Some experienced funding 
changes, ranging from general increases (Nevada) to specific supports such as the 
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restoration of summer programs in Arkansas and the expansion of dual enrollment to 
grades 9-10 in Minnesota. Other states experienced new or different sources of funding. 
Idaho’s schools superintendent included GT as a line budget item, Nebraska began using 
general funds instead of lottery money, and Iowa enacted new legislation providing funding 
to districts. 


Some states reported new or updated requirements for LEA planning. Delaware enacted 
regulations requiring LEAs to plan for service and implementation, while Minnesota 
mandated districts adopt guidelines for assessing and identifying students for participation 
in GT programs. Pennsylvania required LEAs to develop comprehensive plans, while 
Colorado updated requirements for LEAs to write annual targets for improving student 
achievement and/or growth. 


States offered a variety of resources including video libraries (South Carolina), lists of tests 
for identification (Arizona), online differentiation courses for teachers (Hawaii) and 
curriculum resources (Indiana). Montana’s state Office of Public Instruction is set to release 
guidance for program development, offerings, and strategies, while North Carolina created 
new State government divisions to oversee GT programs and Colorado increased the 
number of regional network centers to better serve rural areas. 


States cited the importance of partnerships including advocacy groups providing support 
(California, New Jersey, South Carolina, and Wyoming) by following legislative sessions 
(Utah) or pushing for revision to funding (Virginia), and partnering with NAGC to increase 
awareness and support (Arizona). States had higher education institutions conducting 
relevant work such as validating and scaling-up nontraditional methods to identify 
historically underserved populations (California) or partnered with them (South Carolina). 
States also cited partnerships with other groups including such as a gifted work group and 
legislative task force in Mississippi and Missouri’s Advisory Council that presented its first 
report. 


Other states also had initiatives to support underrepresented populations of gifted and 
talented learners, such as Virginia. Arizona partnered with ELL and Title I programs. 
Colorado implemented twice-exceptional professional development and Texas developed a 
twice-exceptional website. Georgia and Utah reported focusing on low-income groups. 


There were other positive changes in programming and policies such as dual-enrollment 
(Rhode Island) ACCEL acceleration law (Florida), voluntary gifted endorsement (Illinois), 
hybrid programming of face-to-face offerings with technology for students (Kansas), early 
Kindergarten and graduation from high school (Kentucky), Young Scholars Programs 
(Minnesota), and updating Rule 3 for high-ability learners (Nebraska). 


States reported changes for teachers such as an increase in qualifications for GT teachers 
(Delaware), a requirement for teachers to be highly qualified (Colorado), and 
endorsements (Illinois). Wisconsin has districts combining comprehensive strategies 
(identification, programming, family engagement) to identify and serve underrepresented 
students. 
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Washington’s legislature added the K-12 Highly Capable Students Program (HCP) to the 
state’s basic education requirements. Districts were given the 2013-14 school year to 
develop their Grades K-12 HCP and began serving identified students at the beginning of 
the 2014-15 school year. (See Appendix, Table 37 for the full state responses on 
developments and innovations.) 


Eighteen states reported there will be changes to GT teacher training or curriculum 
planning as the Common Core is implemented. Eighteen states reported that the change is 
being made at the state level, an increase from 11 in the previous report, with districts 
doing the work in 5 of the states, down from 14 in the previous report. This increase in 
state rather than LEA level work seems to run contrary to the pattern of primarily LEA 
control observed throughout the rest of the data. Twelve states were not making changes 
to GT teacher training or curriculum planning in alignment with the Common Core. (See 
Appendix, Table 38.) 


CONCERNS 


Respondents were asked to rate forces in terms of the positive or negative effects on the 
delivery of gifted education services in their state within the past two years on a scale 
ranging from very negative to very positive (coded -3 to 3 for the purposes of this analysis). 
They were also given the choice of not applicable. Most responses ranged from slightly 
negative to slightly positive. However, there were several factors with average responses 
above 1.0 or below -1.0, or otherwise notable response profiles. (See Appendix, Table 4, 
Table 5, Table 6, and Table 7.) 


e The most positively rated force was state mandate (1.63), however, 6 states rated 
this as not applicable. The labeled lack of state mandate was rated negatively at - 
0.94 with no positive ratings and 18 raters choosing not applicable. (See Appendix, 
Table 4.) 

e Forces related to funding were rated across a range. Change in state funding for 
education (average -0.04) was rated negatively. Change in state funding for gifted 
education (average 0.44) was rated positively. The only force in this category that 
was phrased as a negative was a decrease in general education formula (funding or 
FTE) (average -1.13). (See Appendix, Table 4, Table 5, and Table 6.) 

e Professional development initiatives in gifted education were rated positively 
(average 1.44), with five rating it as not applicable. (See Appendix, Table 5.) 

e Compliance/monitoring was rated as a positive force (average 0.97) in states that 
reported it was applicable to them. Conversely, lack of compliance/monitoring was 
rated negatively (average -0.44). (See Appendix, Table 5 and Table 6.) 

e Two other forces, differentiated instruction (average 1.28) and focus on needs in 
STEM (average 1.37), had high ratings and none rated not applicable. (See Appendix, 
Table 6.) 

Two forces were related to concerns about gifted education’s omission from federal 
education law. Both of these forces, federal K-12 education law focus on struggling learners 
(average -.63) and lack of recognition of GT students in federal education law (average - 
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1.62) were rated negatively, with none rating positively or not applicable (See Appendix, 
Table 4 and Table 5.) 


Three forces were rated as neutral, with nearly as many ratings at either end of the 
spectrum and most at 0. The ability grouping debate split states with a resulting average 
rating of exactly 0.00, while charter schools averaged 0.10. Similarly, the rating of state 
assessments was 0.03. However, that seems perhaps in contrast to the focus on student 
growth for accountability that rated third highest with an average of 1.41. (See Appendix, 
Table 36.) 


Common Core state standards were viewed by most as positive, with an average rating of 
0.86, with only 3 negative responses. Likewise, implementation of the Common Core 
(average 1.00) received no negative responses, although 9 states rated it as not applicable. 
The Response to Intervention (RtI) framework was viewed as slightly less positive 
(average .97), but only received 2 negative responses. (See Appendix, Table 7.) Other 
programming elements such as acceleration implementation (0.97) and standards based 
instruction (0.97) were rated positively, as was the initiative of effective teacher and 
principal reform. 


Positive and Negative Forces on Gifted Education 
(n=38, multiple responses possible) 


u Very negative u& Negative « Slightly negative = Neutral 


Slightly positive ui Positive u Very positive «Not applicable 


Implementation of Common Core Standards 
Effective teacher and principal reform 

Common Core state standards 

Acceleration implementation 

Response to Intervention (Rtl) framework 

Focus on needs in STEM 

Differentiated instruction 

Charter schools 

Decrease in general ed. formula (funding or FTE) 
Lack of compliance/monitoring 
Compliance/monitoring 

Change in state funding for GT education 

Ability grouping debate 

Site-based decision making 

Lack of recognition of GT students in federal ed. law 
State accreditation 

Professional development initiatives in GT education 
Federal K-12 ed. law focus on struggling learners 
Lack of state mandate 

State mandate 

Standards-based education 

State assessments 

Change in state funding for education 

Focus on student growth for accountability 
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Respondents were also asked to name other positive and/or negative forces affecting gifted 
education in their states, and 22 did so. Of those, 13 named positive forces including 
statements about state requirements for services (6), support from states’ department of 
education leadership initiatives, increases in advanced offerings and initiatives, support 
from advocacy groups, and legislation. However, legislation also factored in the negative 
forces, along with funding challenges and a lack of trained personnel. (See Appendix, Table 
2.) 


FUTURE DIRECTIONS 


Respondents were asked how federal policy could potentially benefit gifted students. The 
most cited benefit was increased accountability for GT students learning (31), followed by 
increasing teachers’ capacity to differentiate curriculum (27), and conducting research to 
determine and disseminate best practices (25). (See Appendix, Table 36.) 


Ways Federal Policy Could Benefit Gifted Students and Families 
(n=34, multiple responses possible) 


Increase accountability for GT student learning 


Increase teacher capacity to differentiate 27 
Research to develop/disseminate best practices 24 
eT ee 
Increase family engagement 
Other (please specify) 9 
No benefit Oo 
0 5 10 15 20 25 3 


Number of Respondents 


Respondents were asked to rate the degree of attention needed to 17 different areas. 
Ratings ranged from most in need of attention to least in need of attention (coded from -2 
to 2 in this analysis). Respondents indicated that all areas needed attention, though the 
degree of need varied. Ratings differed from the previous report. Of note, inclusion of 
underrepresented students in gifted education (e.g., low SES, ethnicity, disabled, ELL, rural) 
was singled out last time for the number of negative responses it received, yet this time it 
rated highest in need for attention (average 1.38). Funding for gifted education which 
ranked first last time, was fourth this time (average 1.19), following national mandate for 
gifted education (average 1.33) and pre-service training at the undergraduate level in 
gifted education average 1.27). The theme of teacher training continued with professional 
training for general education teachers to provide gifted/talented instruction (average 
1.16) rating fifth. However, teaching standards for licensure/endorsement ranked next to 
last (-0.56), just ahead of state definition of gifted (-0.64). (See Appendix, Table 8, Table 9, 
and Table 10.) 
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Areas of Gifted Needing Attention 


= Least in need of attention @ Not in need of attention Neutral 


= In need of attention = Most in need of attention 


State definition of gifted 

Mastery of math in elementary teachers of the GT 
Mastery of science in elementary teachers of the GT 
Teaching standards for licensure/endorsement 
Use of alternative assessments 

Curriculum that differentiates state standards 
Graduate level coursework in gifted education 
Program evaluation in gifted education 

Use of above-grade level state assessments 
Class/district assessments of above-grade mastery 
Funding for professional training in GT education 
Assess academic growth of GT as separate group 
Professional training for general ed. teachers in GT 
Pre-service training at undergraduate level in GT 
Inclusion of underrepresented students in GT 
Funding for gifted education 

National mandate for gifted education 
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http://www.fldoe.org/academics/exceptiona 
l-student-edu/gifted-edu.stml 
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Gail H. Humble * 

Gifted Program Specialist 

Georgia Department of Education 

2448 Dakota Trail 

Lilburn, GA 30047 

ghumble@doe.k12.ga.us 
http://www.gadoe.org/curriculum- 
instruction-and-assessment/curriculum-and- 


instruction/pages/gifted-education.aspx 


Dr. Anna Viggiano * 

Educational Specialist 

Office of Curriculum, Instruction and 
Student Support 

475 22nd Avenue, Room 205 

Honolulu, HI 96816 
anna_viggiano@notes.k12.hi.us 
http://www.hawaiipublicschools.org 


Dr. Peggy Wenner * 

Coordinator, Gifted Education, Arts and 
Humanities 

Idaho State Department of Education 
Academic Services 

650 W State Street 

Boise, ID 83720 
pjwenner@sde.idaho.gov 
http://www.sde.idaho.gov/ 


Marci Johnson * 

Project Administrator 

College and Career Readiness 

Illinois State Board of Education 

100 N. 1st St. N-242 

Springfield, IL 62777 

marjohns@isbe.net 
http://www.isbe.net/career/html/gifted res 
ources.htm 


Amy Marschand * 

High Ability Education Coordinator 
Indiana Department of Education 
115 West Washington Street 

South Tower, Suite 600 
Indianapolis, IN 46256 
marschan@doe.in.gov 

http: //www.doe.in.gov/ 

Dr. Erika Cook * 

Bureau Chief, Standards and Curriculum 
Division of Learning and Results 
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Iowa Department of Education 
400 East 14th Street 

Grimes State Office Building 

Des Moines, IA 50319 
erika.cook@iowa.gov 


Dr. Rosanne Malek 

Gifted Programming Consultant 
Bureau of Standards and Curriculum 
Division of Learning and Results 
Iowa Department of Education 
400 East 14th Street 

Grimes State Office Building 

Des Moines, IA 50319 
rosanne.malek@iowa.gov 
https://www.educateiowa.gov/pk- 
12 /advanced-learning-opportunities/gifted- 
talented 


Dr. Diana Stanfill * 

Education Program Consultant 

Early Childhood, Special Education, and Title 
Services 

Kansas State Department of Education 
Landon State Office Building 

900 SW Jackson St., Ste 620 

Topeka, KS 66612 

dstanfill@ksde.org 


www.ksde.org 


Kathie Anderson * 

Manager of the Diverse Learners Branch 
Kentucky Department of Education 

500 Mero Street 

Frankfort, KY 40601 
kathie.anderson@education.ky.gov 
http://education.ky.gov/specialed/GT /Pages 
/default.aspx 


Marian "Suzy" Johnson * 

Education Program Consultant, Gifted& 
Talented Programming 

Office of Academic Content 

Louisiana Department of Education 
1201 North Third Street, Room 4-207 
Baton Rouge, LA 70802 
marian.johnson@la.gov 
http://www.louisianabelieves.com 


Patti Drapeau 
Gifted Educaion 
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Maine Department of Education 
P.O. Box 5 

South Freeport, ME 04078 
ptdrapeau@aol.com 


Jennifer Pooler * 

Special Projects Manager 

Gifted Education 

Maine Department of Education 
23 State House Station 

Augusta, ME 4333 
Jennifer.Pooler@maine.gov 


www.maine.gov/doe/gifted/ 


Dr. Bruce David Riegel * 

Lead Specialist for Gifted and Talented 
Education 

Maryland State Department of Education 
200 W. Baltimore Street 

Baltimore, MD 21201 
bruce.riegel@maryland.gov 
http://www.marylandpublicschools.org/msd 


e/programs/giftedtalented 


Lurline Munoz-Bennett, Ph.D. 

Arts Education and Equity Coordinator 
Office for Literacy & the Humanities 
Massachusetts Department of Elementary 
and Secondary Education 

75 Pleasant Street 

Malden, MA 02148 
Imunoz-bennett@doe.mass.edu 


Sam Sinicropi 

Educational Consultant 

Michigan Department of Education 
Office of Talent Development 

608 W. Allegan St. 

Lansing, MI 48909 
sinicropis@michigan.gov 


Wendy Behrens * 

Gifted and Talented Education Specialist 
Minnesota Department of Education 
1500 Hwy 36 West 

Roseville, MN 55113 
wendy.behrens@state.mn.us 
http://education.state.mn.us 


Chauncey Spears * 
Director of Gifted Programs 
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Mississippi Department of Education 
359 N. West Street 

Jackson, MS 39205 
crspears@mde.k12.ms.us 

http: //www.mde.k12.ms.us/ESE/ALGP 


David Welch * 

Director, Gifted Education Programs 

Office of Quality Schools 

Missouri Department of Elementary and 
Secondary Education 

205 Jefferson Street 

Jefferson City, MO 65101 
David.welch@dese.mo.gov 
http://dese.mo.gov/quality-schools/gifted- 
education 


Michael Hall * 

Director of Professional Learning - GT 
Instructional Coordinator 

Accreditation and Educator Preparation 
Montana Office of Public Instruction 

P. O. Box 202501 

Helena, MT 59620-2501 

mhall@mt.gov 
http://opi.mt.gov/Curriculum /Index.html? 
m=1 9 


Mary Duffy * 

Director, High Ability Learning 
Nebraska Department of Education 
301 Centennial Mall South 

Lincoln, NE 68509 
mary.duffy@nebraska.gov 
www.education.ne.gov 


Marva Cleven * 

Director, Office of Special Education 
Nevada Department of Education 
700 East Fifth Street 

Carson City, NV 89701 
mcleven@doe.nv.gov 


Gifted Education Contact (vacant) 

New Hampshire Department of Education 
101 Pleasant St. 

Concord, NH 03301 
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Dr. Dale Schmid * 

Visual & Performing Arts and Gifted & 
Talented Education Coordinator 
Division of Teaching & Learning 

New Jersey Department of Education 
100 Riverview Plaza 

Trenton, NJ 08625-0500 
dale.schmid@doe:state.nj.us 
http://www-:state.nj.us/education/ 


Carolyn Brownrigg 

Gifted Education / Advanced Placement 
Humanities Bureau 

New Mexico Public Education Department 
300 Don Gaspar 

Santa Fe, NM 87501 
carolyn.brownrigg@state.nm.us 


Marybeth Casey * 

Associate, Curriculum and Instruction 
New York State Education Department 
89 Washington Ave 

Albany, NY 12234 

emscurric@nysed.gov 


www.nysed.gov 


Sneha Shah Coltrane * 

Director, Advanced Learning and Gifted 
Education 

North Carolina Department of Public 
Instruction 

6307 Mail Service Center 

Raleigh, NC 27699-6307 
sneha.shahcoltrane@dpi.nc.gov 
http://www.dpi.state.nc.us/aig/ 


Brenda Oas 

Assistant Director, Special Education 
North Dakota Department of Public 
Instruction 

Dept. 201, 600 East Blvd 

Bismarck, ND 58505 

boas@nd.gov 


Michael Demczyk 

Educational Consultant for Gifted Services 
Ohio Department of Education 

25 S. Front Street, Mail Stop 205 
Columbus, OH 43215 
michael.demczyk@ode.state.oh.us 
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Beth Hahn 

Office of Exceptional Children 
Ohio Department of Education 
25 S. Front Street, Mail Stop 205 
Columbus, OH 43215 
ebhahn18@gmail.com 


Timmie Spangler * 

Director of Gifted and Talented 

Oklahoma State Department of Education 
2500 North Lincoln Boulevard 

Oklahoma City, OK 73105-4599 
Timmie.spangler@sde.ok.gov 
http://ok.gov/sde/gifted-and-talented- 
education 


Angela Allen 

Education Specialist 

Common Core/College and Career Readiness 
Oregon Department of Education 

255 Capitol Street NE 

Salem, OR 97310 
angela.m.allen@state.or.us 


Dr. Shirley K. Curl * 

Special Education Advisor 

Bureau of Special Education 
Pennsylvania Department of Education 
333 Market Street 

Harrisburg, PA 17566 

scurl@pa.gov 
http://www.education.pa.gov/K- 


12/Gifted%20Education 


J. David Sienko * 

Director 

Learning Beyond Grade Level 

Rhode Island Department of Education 
255 Westminster St 

Providence, RI 20903 

David.Sienko @ride.ri.gov 
http://www.ride.ri.gov/StudentsFamilies/Ed 
ucationPrograms /LearningBeyondGradeLeve 


Laspx 


Lamont Moore * 

Director 

Gifted & Talented, Advanced Placement and 
International Baccalaureate Programs 
South Carolina Department of Education 
1429 Senate Street, Room 611-A 
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Columbia, SC 29201 
Imoore@ed.sc.gov 
http://ed.sc.gov/agency/programs- 
services/123/ 


Susan Burgard * 

Gifted Education Contact 

South Dakota Department of Education 
800 Governors Drive 

Pierre, SD 57501 
sue.burgard@state.sd.us 
http://doe.sd.gov/ 


Theresa Nicholls * 

Director of Special Education Eligibility 
Special Populations 

Tennessee Department of Education 

710 James Robertson Pkwy, 11th floor 
Nashville, TN 37243 
theresa.nicholls@tn.gov 
http://www-:state.tn.us/education/student s 
upport/special education.shtml 


Monica Brewer * 

Statewide Coordinator, Gifted/Talented 
Education 

Curriculum Division 

Texas Education Agency 

1701 N. Congress Ave 

Austin, TX 78701 
monica.brewer@tea.texas.gov 
www.tea.texas.gov 


Moya Kessig * 

Early College and Gifted and Talented 
Specialist 

Teaching and Learning 

Utah State Office of Education 

250 East 500 South 

P.O. Box 144200 

Salt Lake City, UT 84114-4200 
moya.kessig@schools.utah.gov 
http://www.schools.utah.gov/cur/gifttalent/ 


Andrew Hudacs 

Project Manager 

Flexible Pathways 

Vermont Agency of Education 
219 North Main Street, Suite 402 
Barre, VT 05641 

Andrew.hudacs @state.vt.us 
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Dr. Donna L. Poland * 

Specialist for Governor's Schools and Gifted 
Education 

Virginia Department of Education 

P.O. Box 2120 

Richmond, VA 23225 
Donna.Poland@doe.virginia.gov 
http://www.doe.virginia.gov 


Kristina Johnstone * 

Program Supervisor - Highly Capable 
Program 

Special Programs and Federal Accountability 
Washington Office of Public Instruction 
Old Capitol Building, 600 Washington St. SE 
P.O. Box 47200 

Olympia, WA 98504-7200 
kristina.johnstone@k12.wa.us 
http://www.k12.wa.us/highlycapable/ 


Gifted and Talented Contact (vacant) 
West Virginia Department of Education 
1900 Kanawha Boulevard. E. 

Building 6, Room 304 

Charleston, WV 25305 


Dr. Chrystyna Mursky * 

Education Consultant 

Gifted and Talented, Advanced Placement, 
and International Baccalaureate 
Wisconsin Department of Public 
Instruction 

P.O. Box 7841 

125 South Webster 

Madison, WI 53707 
chrystyna.mursky@dpi.wi.gov 
http://cal.dpi.wi.gov/cal_ gifted 


Brian Aragon * 

Education Consultant: Accreditation 
Wyoming Department of Education 
2300 Capitol Avenue, 2nd floor 
Cheyenne, WY 82002 
brian.aragon@wyo.gov 


http://edu.wyoming.gov/ 


* Indicates individual who responded to the 
survey 
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STATE GIFTED & TALENTED ASSOCIATION CONTACTS 


Alabama Association for Gifted Dhildren 
http://www.alabamagifted.org/ 


Arkansans for Gifted and Talented 
Education 
http: //arkansasgt.weebly.com 


Arkansas Association of Gifted Education 
Administrators 
http: //www.theaaea.or 


Arizona Association for Gifted & Talented 
http: //www.arizonagifted.org/ 


California Association for the Gifted 
Barbara L. Branch 

Executive Director 

9278 Madison Avenue 

Orangevale, CA 95662 
http://www.cagifted.or 


Colorado Association for Gifted & Talented 
Linda M. Crain 

Executive Director 

18695 Pony Express Dr # 2706 

Parker, CO 80134-1611 

http: //www.coloradogifted.org/ 


Connecticut Association for the Gifted 

Ann Means 

Executive Director 

PO Box 2598 

Westport, CT 06880 

http: //www.ctgifted.org/website/publish/ho 
me/homeList.php 


Delaware Talented and Gifted 
http: //www.detag.or 


Florida Association for the Gifted 
http://www. flagifted.or 


Georgia Association for Gifted Children 
http: //www.gagc.or 


Hawaii Gifted Association 
http: //www.higifted.info/ 


Idaho: The Association for the Gifted 
http://itagsage.org/ 


Illinois Association for the Gifted 
Sally Y Walker 

Executive Director 

800 E. Northwest Highway, Suite 610 
Palatine, IL 60074 

http: //www.iagcgifted.or 


Indiana Association for the Gifted 
http: //www.iag-online.org/index.html 


Iowa Talented & Gifted Association 
Alda Helvey 

Executive Director 

200 W 2nd Ave 

Indianola, IA 50319 
http://www.iowatag.org/ 


Kansas Association for the Gifted, 
Talented, and Creative 
http: //www.kgtc.org/ 


Kentucky Association for Gifted Education 
Lynette Baldwin 

Executive Director 

PO Box 9610 

Bowling Green, KY 42101 


http://kagegifted.org/ 


Louisiana Association for Gifted and 
Talented Students 
http: //www.agtslouisiana.org/index.ph 


Massachusetts Association for Gifted 
Education 
http://www.massgifted.or 


Maryland Coalition for Gifted & Talented 
Education 
http://mcgate.or 


Maryland Educators of Gifted Students 
(MEGS) 

Helaine M. Zinaman 

Executive Director 

10451 Twin Rivers Rd. 

Columbia, MD 21044 

http: //www.megsonline.net 


Maine Educators of the Gifted & Talented 
http://www.megat.org/ 


Michigan Association for Gifted Children 
http://migiftedchild.org/ 


Minnesota Council for the Gifted and 
Talented 


http://mcgt.net/ 


Minnesota Educators of the Gifted and 
Talented 
http://www.mnegt.org/ 


Mississippi Association for Gifted Children 
Carol W Paola 

Executive Director 

PO Box 3545 

Jackson, MS 39207 

http: //www.magcweb.or 


Gifted Association of Missouri 
http: //www.mogam.or 


Montana AGATE 
http://www.mtagate.org/ 


North Carolina Association for the Gifted 
and Talented 

Wes E. Guthrie 

Executive Director 

PO Box 899 

Swansboro, NC 28584-0899 
http://www.ncagt.org/ 


Nebraska Association for the Gifted 

John A. Thomsen 

Executive Director 

2623 N 145th Ave. 

Omaha, NE 68116 
http://www.negifted.org/NAG/Welcome.htm 
] 


New Hampshire Association for Gifted 
Education 
http: //www.nhage.org/ 


New Jersey Association for Gifted Children 
http: //www.njagc.org/ 


New Mexico Association for the Gifted 
http://nmgifted.org/ 


AGATE- NY 
http: //www.agatenys.or 


Ohio Association for Gifted Children 
Ann E Sheldon 

Executive Director 

501 Morrison Road, Suite 202 
Gahanna, OH 43230 

http: //www.oagc.com/ 


Oklahoma Association of Gifted, Creative 
and Talented 
http://www.oagct.org/ 


Oregon Association for Talented and 
Gifted 
http://www.oatag.org/ 


Pennsylvania Association for Gifted 
Education 
http://www.giftedpage.or 


Rhode Island Advocates for Gifted 


Education 
http: //www.riage.or 
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South Carolina Consortium for Gifted 
Education 
http://www.scgifted.or 


South Dakota Association for Gifted 
Children 


http://sdgifted.org/ 


Tennessee Association for the Gifted 
http://www.tag-tenn.or 


Texas Association for the Gifted & 
Talented 

J.J. Colburn 

Executive Director 

5920 W William Cannon Dr Bldg 7 
Austin, TX 78749 
http://txgifted.org/ 


Utah Association for Gifted Children 
http: //www.uagc.org/ 


Vermont Council for Gifted Education 
http: //www.vcge.or 


Virginia Association for the Gifted 
Lori Lenz 

Executive Director 

PO Box 1674 

Tappahannock, VA 22560 
http://www.vagifted.or 


Northwest Gifted Child Association 
http: //www.nwgca.or 


Washington Association for Educators of 
the Talented & Gifted 
http://www.waetag.net 


West Virginia Association for Gifted & 
Talented 
http://www.wvgifted.or 


Wisconsin Association for Talented and 
Gifted 
http: //www.watg.org/ 


Wyoming Association for Gifted Children 
http: //wyomingagc.weebly.com 
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QUESTIONNAIRE: 2014-2015 STATE OF THE STATES 


DEMOGRAPHICS 


Contact Information 


Were you the primary contact for gifted education in your State Education Agency (SEA) in 2014- 
2015? 
O Yes O No 
Does your state have a state gifted education advocacy group (e.g., an NAGC affiliate)? 
O Yes O No 
Please provide the contact information for gifted education advocacy groups in your state in 
2014-2015. 


STATE EDUCATION AGENCY 


Under which departments/divisions does your SEA include gifted/talented education? (Check 
all that apply.) 

O) Special Education 
QO) Exceptional Students 
Q) General Education 


O) Gifted and Talented (separate from special or general education) 

Q Curriculum and Instruction 

O) Vocational/Technical 

O) Other (please specify) = 
How many designated SEA personnel have 100% of their time allocated to gifted/talented 

education? (Enter a number.) 


How many designated SEA personnel (non-support personnel and not upper management with 
oversight responsibility) have partial responsibility for gifted/talented education? (Enter a 
number.) 


Does the office for gifted education in the SEA have a supervisory role in any of the following 
programs? (Check all that apply.) 
College Board Advanced Placement courses and/or exams 
International Baccalaureate program 
Concurrent enrollment in college and public school course 
Credit by examination 
Governor’s schools 
Special statewide high schools 
Academic or other competition 
Online learning opportunities 
Virtual high school 
None of the above 
Other (please specify) 


OOUOUOOOOOOD 


Does the gifted education office in your state have responsibility for some general or other 
special programs or projects not specifically related to gifted/talented education? 
O Yes O No 


Please rank the top five activities performed by the SEA designated personnel responsible for 
gifted education based on the amount of time consumed. (Enter the number 1 for the activity that 
consumes the most time, 2 for the activity that consumes the 2nd greatest amount of time, and so 
on through the activity that takes the 5th greatest amount of time.) 


Providing technical assistance to schools/districts in the field 
Providing technical assistance by telephone, email, or webinar 


_____ Providing technical assistance by email 
Providing professional and staff development 
Providing information to state legislatures 
Developing statewide policy and/or guidelines 
_____ Monitoring program compliance 

_____ Responding to parental questions 

_____ Serving on task forces and committees 

______ Liaison to statewide association for the gifted 


Grants management 


Does your state provide a gifted education professional(s) separate from the SEA staff 
previously mentioned who provides technical support and assistance to school-based educators? 
(For example, at a regional or intermediate education agency, in a local school district, etc.) 

O Yes O No 

Where do these professionals deliver services? (Check all that apply.) 

O) Regionally 

O District level 

O) School building level 


IMPACT OF FORCES ON DELIVERY OF GIFTED EDUCATION SERVICES 


How would you rate each of the following forces in terms of the positive or negative effects on 
the delivery of gifted education services in your state within the past two years? 


Very Negative Slightly Neutral Slightly Positive Very Not 
negative negative | positive positive applicable 

Focus on student growth for 

S O O O O O O O O 
accountability 

Change in state funding for 

e eee O O O O O O O O 
education 

State assessments O O O O O O O O 
Standards-based education O O O O O O O O 
State mandate O O O O O O O O 
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| Ver Negative | Slightly | Neutral Slightly Positive Very Not 
y | ist 


| negative | | negative | positive | positive | applicable 
Lack of state mandate O O O O O O O O 
Federal K-12 education law focus 
on struggling learners 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Professional development 
initiatives in gifted education 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
State accreditation O O O O O O O O 
Lack of recognition of GT students 
in federal education law 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Site-based decision making O O O O O O O O 
Ability grouping debate O O O O O O O O 
Change in state funding for gifted 
education 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Compliance / monitoring O O O O O O O O 
Lack of compliance / monitoring O O O O O O O O 
Decrease in general education O O O O Oo O O O 
formula (funding or FTE) 

Charter schools O O O O O O O O 
Differentiated instruction O O O O O O O O 
Focus on needs in science, 

technology, engineering, and O O O O O O O O 

mathematics (STEM) 

Response to Intervention (RtI) 

framework 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Acceleration implementation O O O O O O O O 

Common Core state standards O O O O O O O O 
Effective teacher and principal 

oe O O O O O O O O 

Implementation of Common Core O O O O O O O O 

State Standards 


What other positive or negative forces are affecting gifted education in your state? 
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Please rate the degree of attention needed in each of the following areas of gifted education in 
order for gifted education services in your state to be optimal. 


Leastin | Notinneed Neutral In need of Most in need 
need of of attention Etancetuceyet of attention 
attention 
Inclusion of underrepresented students in gifted 
education (e.g., low SES, ethnicity, disabled, ELL, O O O O O 
rural) 
Funding for gifted education O O O O O 
Funding for professional training in gifted 
education O O O O O 
Use of above-grade level state assessments O O O O O 
Mastery of mathematics among teachers of the 
gifted at the elementary level O O O O O 
Mastery of science among teachers of the gifted at 
the elementary level O O O O O 
National mandate for gifted education O O O O O 
Program evaluation in gifted education O O O O O 
Pre-service training at the undergraduate level in 
gifted education O O O O O 
Professional training for general education 
teachers to provide gifted/talented instruction O O O O O 
Assessing academic growth in gifted students as a 
separate group O O O O O 
Teaching standards for licensure/endorsement O O O O O 
Graduate level coursework in gifted education O O O O O 
Use of classroom/district assessments that can 
measure above-grade level mastery O O O O O 
Curriculum that differentiates state standards O O O O O 
State definition of gifted O O O O O 
Use of alternative assessments O O O O O 


What other areas are in greatest need of attention in order for gifted education services to be 
optimal in your state? 
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GIFTED EDUCATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE 


Does your state have a statewide gifted education advisory committee(s)? 
O Yes O No 


What kind of statewide gifted education advisory committee(s) does your state have? (Check all 
that apply.) 

OU) Standing 

QO Ad-hoc 

UO) Part ofa state special education advisory committee 


To whom do(es) the gifted education advisory committee(s) report? (Check all that apply.) 
[Standing advisory committee] 
Governor 
Legislature 
State superintendent/state board of education 
Not applicable 
Other (please specify) 


OOoOdodo 


To whom do(es) the gifted education advisory committee(s) report? (Check all that apply.) [Ad- 
hoc advisory committee] 
Governor 
Legislature 
State superintendent/state board of education 
Not applicable 
Other (please specify) 


OOoOoaao 


To whom do(es) the gifted education advisory committee(s) report? (Check all that apply.) [Part 
of a state special education advisory committee] 
Governor 
Legislature 
State superintendent/state board of education 
Not applicable 
Other (please specify) 


OOoOod 


How are statewide gifted education advisory committee members selected? (Check all that 
apply.) 
Gubernatorial appoints 
State legislature appointment 
State superintendent appointment 
State board of education appointment 
Gifted education advisory committee selects its own members 
Other (please specify) 


OOoOOoodO 


What are the functions or activities of the statewide advisory committee? (Check all that apply.) 
UO) Study issues impacting gifted students 
O) Produce reports and/or data on gifted education in the state 
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O) Make recommendations about gifted student education to the state board of education 

O) Make recommendations about gifted student education to the governor 

UO) Recommend or provide input on law and policies 

OU) Disseminate information about gifted education throughout the state 

UO) Include a membership representative of the state’s business and educational communities 


Has the advisory committee produced a written report within the last three years? 
O Yes O No 


What is the title(s) of this report(s) and how can it be accessed? 
DEFINITION OF GIFTED AND TALENTED STUDENTS 

Does your state have a definition of gifted/talented? (Check all that apply.) 
QO No definition 

UL) Yes, in state statute 


UO) Yes, in state rules and regulations 
UO) Yes, in other (please specify) 


What areas of giftedness are specifically addressed in your state definition of gifted/talented? 
(Check all that apply.) 


O) Intellectually Gifted 
O) Academically Gifted 
Specific academic areas 
Leadership 
Performing/Visual Arts 
Creatively Gifted 

Highly or profoundly Gifted 
Low SES 

Underachieving 
Geographically isolated/rural 
Culturally/ ethnically diverse 
Gifted with a disability 
ESL/ELL 

Other (please specify) 


OOUOOODOOODOOOCOD 


Are LEAs required to follow the state definition? 
O Yes O No 


What is the citation in the state statute and/or regulation (e.g., lowa Code 257.44) for the state 
definition? 
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What is the URL for the state statute and/or regulation for the state definition? 
MANDATES FOR IDENTIFICATION AND GIFTED AND TALENTED SERVICES 


Does your state have a mandate to identify and/or serve gifted and talented students? 
O Yes O No 


What areas are included in your state mandate? (Check all that apply.) 


QO) Identification 
U) Services 


What is the authority for the state mandate? (Check all that apply.) 
OU) Not specified 


U) State law specific to gifted education 

UO) State law specific to disabled and gifted education 

O) Administrative rule 

UO) SEA guidelines 

UO State Department of Education policy 

O) Other (please specify) = 
What is the citation in the state statute, regulation, or rules that mandate gifted education 

identification and services? (Please provide a citation and/or URL.) 


Is the mandate funded in your state? 


Oo Mandated with full funding 
Oo Mandated with partial funding 
oO Mandated with no funding 


ALIGNMENT WITH SPECIAL EDUCATION 


Are any of the following services required by your state for gifted and talented students? (Check 
all that apply.) 
None required 
Free appropriate public education 
Child find 
Individual education plan for gifted students 
Least restrictive environment 
Non-discriminatory testing 
Mediation 
Due process 
Dispute resolution 
Related services 


OOOOCOOODOD 
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Please describe the related services. 
STATE REQUIREMENTS FOR IDENTIFICATION 


Does your state require parent/guardian involvement in gifted and talented identification and 
service decisions? 
O Yes O No 


Are schools required to use specific criteria/methods for identification of gifted students? 
(Check all that apply) 

OU Yes, determined at the state level 

OU Yes, determined at the local level 

UO No 

OU Other (please specify) 


Which of the following indicators are required for identifying gifted students? (Check all that 
apply.) 

UO) Indicators are not specified 

OU IQ scores 

O Achievement data 

UO) Nominations/referrals 

O) Multiple criteria model 

UO) Range of state-approved assessments from which LEAs may select 

O) Other (please specify) 

Approximately what percent of LEAs identify gifted/talented students? 


Does the state mandate the time/juncture at which students are identified for gifted 
programming mandated in your state? 
O Yes O No 


At what juncture are students required to be identified for gifted programming in your state? 
(Check all that apply.) 
UO) All students screened in elementary school (one time only) 
UO Entering middle school 
UO Entering high school 
OU) At multiple points in K-12 
When students transfer from out of state 
When students transfer from in state 
Following parent referral 
Following teacher referral 
Following student referral 
When taking other assessments approved for GT identification 
Kindergarten or early entrance screening 
Other (please specify) 


OOOOOOOD 
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When are students usually identified for gifted programming in your state? (Check all that 
apply.) 
UO) All students screened in elementary school (one time only) 
UO Entering middle school 
UO Entering high school 
OU) At multiple points in K-12 
When students transfer from out of state 
When students transfer from in state 
Following parent referral 
Following teacher referral 
Following student referral 
When taking other assessments approved for GT identification 
Kindergarten or early entrance screening 
Other (please specify) 


OOOCOOCOD 


Does the state provide guidance or guidelines for the identification process? 
O Yes O No 


Does state policy require LEAS throughout the state to follow the same ID process? 
O Yes O No 


Why are LEAs not required to follow the same identification guidelines or uniform identification 


process? 
Oo Nostate policy 
oO State policy leaves identification process to the LEA 
O Other (please specify) 


INFORMATION ABOUT THE GIFTED STUDENT POPULATION 


The student population data I will be reporting in this survey are from the school year: 


O 2014-2015 O 2013-2014 
How many public school students were enrolled in your state in year you selected above? 


How many students were identified as gifted and talented in your state in year you selected 
above? 

Enteranumber: 

Not collected 


How was the number in the previous answer calculated? 
O  State-collected information 

oO. Estimate 

0. District reports (not mandatory reporting) 

oO 


How many gifted and talented students, K-12, received services in your state year you selected 


above? 
Enteranumber: 
Not collected 
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How was the number in the previous answer calculated? 
oO State-collected information 
0 Estimate 
o District reports (not mandatory reporting) 
8 Is there a maximum number or percentage of students that a district may identify for gifted 


programs and services in your state code or policy? 
O Yes O No 


What is the maximum number or percentage of students that a district may identify for gifted 
programs and services? 


We are interested in estimates on student subgroup information of the gifted student 
population. Please indicate whether you can provide the following types of information about 
students identified as gifted and talented in year you selected above. 


Can provide data Can provide estimate 1D¥-Ver- We vormero) | CclorneYe Wo) u 
available 
Gender O O O 
Race/ethnicity O O O 
English language learners O O O 
ets oe “a O O O 
disabilities (twice exceptional) 
Low SES O O O 
Other O O O 


What percent (should total 100%) of those students identified as gifted and talented in year 
you selected above were: 

____ % Male 

____ % Female 


What percent (should total 100%) of those students identified as gifted and talented in year you 

selected above were: 
© Black or African American 
____ % American Indian or Alaska Native 

% Asian 
____ % Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander 
% Hispanic or Latino 
% White 
% Identify as 2 or more races 
© Other (please specify) 


x 


x 


What percent of those students identified as gifted and talented in year you selected above were 
English language learners? 
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74 What percent of those students identified as gifted and talented in year you selected above were 
gifted students with disabilities (twice exceptional)? 


> What percent of those students identified as gifted and talented in year you selected above were 
low SES? 


76 Please describe the “other” students identified as gifted and talented and provide its associated 
percent of the identified gifted and talented population. 


77 Programming and Accountability 


278 For which categories of giftedness are programs/services required by your state or offered by 
schools in your state? (Check all that apply.) 


Required by State Offered in Schools/Districts 


None (no specific services) O O 


Visual/performing arts 


Leadership 


Intellectual 


General academic 


Creativity 


O} O; OO}; Of}; oO; O 
Oy} O; OO}; Of}; OF; O 


Specific academic areas 


79 For each of the following grades, in your state (check all that apply): 


What percent of gifted and 
Is gifted and talented programming REQUIRED and/or OFFERED? talented students in this grade 


receive services? 


Required Offered Percent 
ee e = m 
Kindergarten O O % 
Grade 1 O O % 
Grade 2 O O % 
Grade 3 O O % 
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Grade 4 


oO 


Grade 5 


Grade 6 


Grade 7 


Grade 8 


Grade 9 
Grade 10 


Grade 11 


O} Oy}; O; OFJ OF} Oo; oO; 0 
O} O} OF; OJ OF; OF; OF; Oe 
& 


Grade 12 


SEA/LEA Reports on Gifted and Talented Services 


Does the state department produce an annual report on gifted and talented services in the 
state? 
O Yes O No 


Please provide the information/URL to locate the annual report. 


Are there, or will there be, gifted and talented indicators on district report cards or other state 
accountability reporting forms? (Such as the number of certified teachers of the gifted in the 
district, the percent of students identified for gifted education in the district, or gifted student 
performance information.) 

O Yes O No 


Whatare the specific gifted and talented indicators reported on district report cards or other 
state accountability reporting forms? (Check all that apply.) 
Number of identified gifted students 
The achievement/performance of gifted students (as a separate group) 
The learning growth of gifted students (as a separate group) 
Availability of AP/International Baccalaureate classes 
Dual or concurrent enrollment 
Career/technical education 
Graduation rate 
Dropout rate 
Early entrance to Kindergarten 
Early exist from high school 
Other (please specify) 


OOOOOOOOOOD 


Does your state monitor/audit LEA programs for gifted/talented students? 
O Yes O No 
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Are LEAs required to report on gifted and talented education programs and services through 
state accountability procedures, regulations, or guidelines? 
O Yes O No 


What information is required in the report about gifted education programs and services? 
(Check all that apply.) 

UO) Gifted student achievement/performance 

UO Gifted services options 

O) Program evaluation 

O) Teacher training 

UO) Service options 

UO) Demographic breakdown of students served 

UO Other (please specify) 


How does the state ensure compliance? 


Data submitted on gifted and talented students are used in the following ways (Check all that 
apply.): 

O Not used 

UO) District accountability for student performance 

O) Accountability for teacher performance 

O) Included in a report to the state board of education 

UO) Included ina report to the state legislature 

O To inform gifted education program development 

OU) Other (please specify) 


Are school districts required to submit gifted education program implementation plans to the SEA? 
O Yes O No 


Must local gifted education plans be approved by the SEA? 
O Yes O No 


Which components of the district gifted and talented plan must be approved by the SEA state 
under state law, regulation, or guidelines? (Check all that apply.) 
State-required components of the plan are approved at the local level 
Definition of gifted and talented 
Identification 
Programming 
Funding 
Program evaluation 
Teacher training 
Family engagement/involvement 
Personnel 
Other (please specify) 


OOOOOOOOOD 


GIFTED EDUCATION ADMINISTRATOR 


Does your state require each school district to have a gifted education administrator? 
O Yes O No 


Is a gifted education administrator position required by the state to be full-time? 
O Yes O No 


Approximately what percentage of LEAs in the state have a full-time gifted education 
administrator? 


Does the state require a gifted education administrator to have gifted and talented training (e.g., 
certification or endorsement)? 
O Yes O No 


PRE-K AND KINDERGARTEN DELIVERY MODELS 


We are interested in an estimate of the top delivery models through which services are 


provided in Pre-K and Kindergarten. Is it possible to estimate this information for your state? 
O Yes O No 


Please rank the top five delivery models through which services are provided in Pre-K and 
Kindergarten in your state. (Enter 1 for the model used most often, 2 for the next most common 
model, and so on through 5.) 

_____ Continuous progress/self-paced learning 
_____ Independent study 
___ Magnet schools 


___ Regular classroom 


__ Self-contained classroom 


Telescoped learning 


_____ Resource room 


_____ Cluster classrooms 
Other (please specify) 


EARLY ELEMENTARY DELIVERY MODELS 
We are interested in an estimate of the top delivery models through which services are 


provided in early elementary grades (1-3). Is it possible to estimate this information for your state? 
O Yes O No 
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Please rank the top five delivery models through which services are provided in early 
elementary grades (1-3) in your state. (Enter 1 for the model used most often, 2 for the next most 
common model, and so on through 5.) 

____ Cluster classrooms 
_____ Continuous progress/self-paced learning 
_____ Independent study 
____ International Baccalaureate 
_____ Magnet schools 
_____ Mentorships 
_____ Regional Math/Science school 
___ Regional Performing Arts school 
___ Regular classroom 
___ Resource room 
___ Self-contained classroom 
_____ Telescoped learning 
_____ Virtual classroom /coursework 
__ Virtual School 
Other (please specify) 


UPPER ELEMENTARY DELIVERY MODELS 


We are interested in an estimate of the top delivery models through which services are 
provided in upper elementary grades (4-5/6). Is it possible to estimate this information for your 


state? 
O Yes O No 


Please rank the top five delivery models through which services are provided in upper 
elementary grades (4-5/6) in your state. (Enter 1 for the model used most often, 2 for the next most 
common model, and so on through 5.) 


___ Cluster classrooms 
_____ Continuous progress/self-paced learning 

___ Credit by demonstrated mastery 

__ Dual Enrollment 

_____ Honors/advanced coursework 

_____ Independent Study 

_____ International Baccalaureate (primary years program) 
_____ Magnet schools 

_____ Mentorships 

_____ Regional Math/Science school 

___ Regional Performing Arts school 

___ Regular classroom 

_____ Resource Room 

___ Self-contained classroom 

_____ Telescoped Learning 

____ Virtual Classroom /Coursework 

__ Virtual School 

Other (please specify) 
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MIDDLE SCHOOL DELIVERY MODELS 


We are interested in an estimate of the top delivery models through which services are 
provided in middle school (grades 6 - 7/8). Is it possible to estimate this information for your 
state? 

O Yes O No 


Please rank the top five delivery models through which services are provided in middle school 
(grades 6 - 7/8) in your state. (Enter 1 for the model used most often, 2 for the next most common 
model, and so on through 5.) 

__ Advanced Placement (College Board) 

___ Cluster classrooms 

_____ Continuous progress/self-paced learning 

_____ Credit by demonstrated mastery 

__ Dual Enrollment 

Honors/advanced coursework 

_____ Independent study 

_____ International Baccalaureate (middle years program) 

___ Magnet Schools 

___ Mentorships 

_____ Regional Math/Science school 

_____ Regional Performing Arts school 

_____ Regular Classroom 

_____ Resource Room 

___ Self-Contained Classroom 

____ Subject acceleration 

_____ Telescoped Learning 

____ Virtual Classroom /Coursework 

____ Virtual School 
Other (please specify) 


HIGH SCHOOL DELIVERY MODELS 


We are interested in an estimate of the top delivery models through which services are 
provided in high school. Is it possible to estimate this information for your state? 
O Yes O No 


Please rank the top five delivery models through which services are provided in high school in 
your state. (Enter 1 for the model used most often, 2 for the next most common model, and so on 
through 5.) 
_____ Advanced Placement (College Board) 
___ Cluster classrooms 
_____ Continuous progress curriculum 
_____ Credit by demonstrated mastery 

__ Dual Enrollment (in college) 
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Honors/advanced coursework 
Independent study 
International Baccalaureate 


Magnet schools 

Mentorships 

Regional Math/Science school 
Regional Performing Arts school 
Regular classroom 

Resource room 


Self-contained classroom 


_ Self-paced learning 
Telescoped learning 
_ Virtual classroom/coursework 
_ Virtual high school 
Other (please specify) 


OTHER POLICIES AND PRACTICES 


Does your state have an acceleration policy? 


O 
O 
O 
oO 


State policy specifically permits 
State policy does not permit 


State policy leaves LEA to determine 
No state policy; up to LEA to determine 


What is the age requirement (years and months) or cut-off date (e.g., “must be 5 by June 1”) in 
your state for admission to Kindergarten? 


Does your state have an early entrance to kindergarten policy in state statute or regulation? 


oo0 0 


State policy specifically permits 

State policy does not permit 

State policy leaves LEA to determine 

No state policy; up to LEA to determine 


What criteria are used to make an early entrance to kindergarten determination? (include URL 
where available) 


Under your state laws and regulations, are students allowed dual or concurrent enrollment in a 
community college, college, or university? 


oo0°0 


What is the earliest grade that a student can begin dual or concurrent enrollment ina 


State policy specifically permits 

State policy does not permit 

State policy leaves LEA to determine 

No state policy; up to LEA to determine 


community college, college, or university? 


O 


Left to LEA to determine 
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Grade 7 

Grade 8 

Grade 9 

Grade 10 

Grade 11 

Grade 12 

Other (please specify) 


o0oO0O00C0dUlUlUOlUlUlO 


What is the earliest age that a student can begin dual or concurrent enrollment in a community 
college, college, or university? 


oO Left to LEA to determine 
Age 12 
Age 13 
Age 14 
Age 15 
Age 16 
Age 17 
Other (please specify) 


o0o00C0ClCO 


Is high school credit given for courses completed at a community college, college, or 
university? 
0. State policy specifically permits 
oO State policy does not permit 
oO State policy leaves LEA to determine 
No state policy; up to LEA to determine 


Who pays the tuition for a student dually or concurrently enrolled at a community college, 
college, or university? (Check all that apply.) 
O) SEA 
O) LEA 
O Family 
O) Other (please specify) 
Are middle school students permitted to be dually/concurrently enrolled in high school? 


State policy specifically permits 

State policy does not permit 

State policy leaves LEA to determine 

No state policy; up to LEA to determine 


oOo0 0 


May middle school students receive credit toward high school graduation for the courses in 
which they are dually/concurrently enrolled? 
oO _ State policy specifically permits 
oO State policy does not permit 
oO State policy leaves LEA to determine 
0 Nostate policy; up to LEA to determine 
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Does your state allow proficiency-based promotion (demonstrating proficiency without seat 
time in that course) for gifted and talented students? 


oO _ State policy specifically permits 

oO State policy does not permit 

oO State policy leaves LEA to determine 

0 Nostate policy; up to LEA to determine 


How does the student demonstrate proficiency? (Check all that apply.) 
Left to LEA to determine 

Multiple choice test 

Essay 

Lab experiments 

Standardized tests 

Oral exam 

Portfolio 

Performance 

End of course assessment 

Other (please specify) 


OOUOOOOOOOD 


Once a student demonstrates proficiency, what are the options to accommodate his/her needs 
for advancement? (Check all that apply.) 
Left to LEA to determine 
Individualized instruction 
Correspondence courses 
Independent study 
Dual/concurrent enrollment 
Cross-grade grouping 
Cluster grouping 
Grade/course advancement 
Individualized education programs 
Internship 
Other (please specify) 


OOOOCOOODCOOCD 


Does your state allow credit towards high school graduation for demonstrated proficiency? 


State policy specifically permits 

State policy does not permit 

State policy leaves LEA to determine 

No state policy; up to LEA to determine 


oo0 0 


76 


9 OTHER POLICIES AND PRACTICES 


Which of the following are parts of program/service delivery for gifted students in your state? 


State policy State policy does State policy leaves No state policy; up 

specifically not require LEA to determine to LEA to 

requires determine 
Social-emotional support O O O O 

Academic guidance and 
eure O O fe) O 
counseling 

Contact time O Oo O O 
Differentiated instruction O Oo @) O 
Content-based acceleration O Oo Oo O 


How much contact time is specified in state policy? 


Does your state recognize gifted eligibility from other states? 


State policy specifically permits 

State policy does not permit 

State policy leaves LEA to determine 

No state policy; up to LEA to determine 


oo0 0 


33 Does your state have a policy requiring LEAs to recognize gifted eligibility from other LEAs in 
the same state? 


oO State policy specifically permits 

State policy does not permit 

State policy leaves LEA to determine 

No state policy; up to LEA to determine 


oo Oo 


Does your state’s Response to Intervention (RtI) or Multi-Tiered System of Supports (MTSS) 
framework include attention to gifted and talented students? 


State policy specifically permits 

State policy does not permit 

State policy leaves LEA to determine 

No state policy; up to LEA to determine 


o0o0 0 


GENERAL EDUCATION TEACHER TRAINING 
Are all pre-service teacher candidates in your state required by the state to take coursework in 
gifted education? 
O Yes O No 
Is the requirement imposed by (Check all that apply.): 


U) State statute 
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UO) State regulation 
UO) State policy 


Is the gifted education content typically delivered via (Check all that apply.): 
O) A unit ina special education or other course 
OU Integrated into methods courses 
UO) A separate course 
OU) Other (pleasedescribe)_ __ 
Is there discussion in your state about increasing all pre-service teachers’ knowledge and skills 
in working with gifted students? 
o Nodiscussion 
Oo Change licensure requirements 
oO State teacher preparation standards for all teachers include reference to gifted/advanced students 
O Other (please specify) 


Do any of the following require that pre-service teacher candidates receive coursework in 
gifted education? (Check all that apply.) 
QO One or more LEAs 
O) One or more teacher preparation programs 


Do general education teachers in your state receive professional development on gifted 
students after initial certification? 
oO State policy requires; please enter the number of hours required: 
oO State policy leaves up to LEAs to determine 
O Nostate policy; up to LEAs to determine 
o Voluntary 


Do general education teachers in your state receive CEUs on gifted students after initial 
certification? 
oO State policy requires; please enter the number of hours required: 
0 State policy leaves up to LEAs to determine 
0 Nostate policy; up to LEAs to determine 
o Voluntary 


Do general education teachers in your state receive other training on gifted students after 
initial certification? 
oO State policy requires; please enter the number of hours required: 
oO State policy leaves up to LEAs to determine 
0 Nostate policy; up to LEAs to determine 
o Voluntary 
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What percentage of general education teachers and staff statewide do you estimate receive 
annual staff development in gifted education? 


GIFTED AND TALENTED EDUCATION TEACHER TRAINING 


Does your state offer gifted and talented credentialing (certification/endorsement)? 
O Yes O No 


How are hours earned for certification or endorsement? (Check all that apply.) 
UO) Not specified 
QO Course semester credit hours 
O) Continuing Education Units (CEUs) 
UO) Staff development 
O) Other (please specify) 

How many course semester credit hours, Continuing Education Units, or staff development 

hours are required for certification or endorsement? 


Does your state require professionals working in programs for gifted and talented students to 
have certification or endorsement? 
O Yes O No 


What percentage of professionals working in programs for gifted and talented students had a 
gifted and talented endorsement or certification in 2014-2015 in your state? 


Is this based on: 


o Anestimate 
O Collected data 
oO Data not collected/not applicable 


Does your state require annual staff development hours in gifted education for teachers 
working in programs for gifted and talented students? 
O Yes O No 


How many hours of staff development are required? 


What percentage of teachers and staff working in programs for gifted and talented students 
statewide do you estimate receive annual staff development in gifted education? 


Does your state have written competencies, other than endorsement or certification standards, 
for teachers of the gifted in specialized programs? 


O Yes O No 


Please describe these competencies. 
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OTHER TRAINING 


Is training for administrators on the nature and needs of gifted students required in 
coursework in their endorsement/certification as administrators within your state? 
O Yes O No 


Is training for counselors on the nature and needs of gifted students required in coursework in 
their counselor endorsement/certification within the state? 
O Yes O No 


DEGREE PROGRAMS 


Are degrees with an emphasis in gifted education offered at universities in your state? 
O Yes O No 


At which levels are degrees with an emphasis in gifted education offered? (Check all that 
apply.) 
QO Bachelors 
O Master’s 
UO) Specialist’s 
O) Ph.D. 
O) Ed.D. 
UO) Other (please specify) 


STATE AND NATIONAL FUNDING 


Does your state provide funding to LEAs to support gifted education services? 
O Yes O No 


How is funding provided to LEAs? 


Funding is allocated to LEAs specifically for gifted education services 
Funding is available from the state through grants to LEAs 

Funding is available from the state through the general allocation 
Funding is available from the state through formula allocation 


oOoO0 00 


What is the type of funding formula for gifted education in your state? (Check all that apply.) 

UO) Discretionary funding: Districts apply for state funds and send a plan for how funds will be used. 

O) Weighted funding: State aid is allocated on a per-student basis formula, which accounts for the 
amount spent per pupil multiplied by the weighted figure. 

UO) Flat grant: A state provides a specific amount per student, with all districts receiving the same 
amount. 

OU) Percentage reimbursement: State provides a specific percentage of the prior year’s budget. 

OU) Resource based: Funding is figured based on the specific education resources, such as staff or 
classroom units. 
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Please indicate the amount of funding provided by the state to LEAs to support gifted 
education services for each of the following years: 
2012-2013: $ 
2013-2014: $ 
2014-2015: $ 


Is there a cap (ceiling) or other limit on the distribution of state funds to LEAs? 


oO Yes, there is a cap or other limit in state law or policy 
O No, but the total amount allocated can fluctuate from year to year 
O Other (please specify) = 
What is the basis for the cap (ceiling) or other limit on the distribution of state funds? (Check 

all that apply.) 

UO Percent of identified students 

UO) Percent of Average Daily Attendance (ADA) 

QO Teacher units 

UO Other (please specify) 


What is the percentage (%) of the cap (ceiling) on state funding? 


How are state funds disbursed? (Check all that apply.) 

To all LEAs by mandate 

To LEAs through discretionary funding, based on application 
To all LEAs as part of general funding to districts 
Competitive grants 

Governor’s schools and summer programs 

Residential schools for the gifted and talented 

Virtual high school 
Not applicable 

Other (please specify) 


OOOOOCOOCD 


Does the state require/limit how the gifted funds are spent? (Check all that apply.) 
O No requirements/limitations from the state (other than to support gifted students) 
O) Must be spent in specific areas (e.g., professional development, hiring teachers) 
QO Student materials and instruction 
O) Limited equipment and technology 
O) Other (please specify) = 
Which of the following does your state fund at the state level? (Check all that apply.) 
None 


School for Math and Science 

School for the Fine and Performing Arts 
School for the Humanities 

Governor’s school (summer) 
Governor’s school (school year) 

Virtual high school 

O) AP/International Baccalaureate tests 


OOOOOCDB 


UO) ACT/SAT/Discover test 
UO) Other (please specify) 


If no: 


0 The state does not allocate any funds for gifted education services 
oO State funding is retained at the state agency for gifted program administration and oversight 


Please indicate the amount of funding retained at the state agency for gifted program 
administration and oversight for each of the following years: 
2012-2013: $ 
2013-2014: $ 
2014-2015: $ 


IMPACT OF STATE AND FEDERAL POLICY 


What has been the impact of federal law on gifted and talented programs and services in your 
state? 
In what ways could federal policy benefit gifted students and families? 
UO) Increase accountability for gifted student learning 
O) Increase capacity of teachers to differentiate curriculum 
UO) Increase family engagement in child’s learning and/or school 
OU) Conduct research to develop best practices and disseminate to local districts 
QO No benefit 
QO) Other: 
What recent changes in your state’s education policies, regulations, or funding practices might 
impact gifted and talented education in your state? 


What positive developments and/or innovations in gifted education are occurring in your 
state? 


Is your state making changes in teacher training and/or curriculum planning specifically for 
gifted students, based on the new Common Core State Standards? 
Yes, at the state level 
No 
Districts are doing this work 
Not applicable 


oo0 0 


How are NAGC's Pre-K to 12 gifted programming standards used in your state? 
CONCLUDING COMMENTS 


Are there any clarifications to your responses that you would like to make? (Please include a 
reference to the question number and text in your answer.) 
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APPENDIX 


Notes for the following data tables: 


"  Cross-hatching in a row indicates that the state did not submit a response to the 
survey. 

= Blank cells indicate that the state’s response did not contain an answer to the given 
question. 
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Table 1: State Education Agencies 


Alabama 
Alaska 


Arizona 


Arkansas 


California 


Colorado 


Connecticut 


Delaware 


D.C. 


Reporting department (Q11) 


Special Education 


Gifted and Talented (Separate from 
special or general education) 


Gifted and Talented (Separate from 
special or general education) 


Other: Professional Learning and 
Support Division 


Exceptional Students 

Other: The Office of Gifted Education is 
in the Exceptional Student Services 
Unit. 


Special Education 


Curriculum and Instruction 


Curriculum and Instruction 
General Education 


SEA Staff: 
GT full-time 


(oF) 


SEA Staff: 
GT part-time 
(ok) 


Programs with supervisory role (Q14) 


None of the above 


College Board Advanced Placement 
courses and/or exams 

International Baccalaureate 

Other: Cambridge International 
Examinations; AP Test Fee Waiver 
Program 


College Board Advanced Placement 
courses and/or exams 

Governor's schools 

International Baccalaureate 

Other: Ex officio-role with special 
statewide high school 


None of the above 


College Board Advanced Placement 
courses and/or exams 

International Baccalaureate 

Online learning opportunities 


Other: Note: IB only through the exam fee 


program 
None of the above 


Academic or other competitions 

College Board Advanced Placement 
courses and/or exams 

Concurrent enrollment in college and 
public school courses 

International Baccalaureate 

Online learning opportunities 

Other: Visual & Performing Arts 


Academic or other competitions 

College Board Advanced Placement 
courses and/or exams 

International Baccalaureate 


Responsibility 
for general/other 
(Ye [Ulor-1 ite) am (OM Rey) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 
No 


Yes 


Reporting department (Q11) SEA Staff: SEA Staff: Programs with supervisory role (Q14) 
GT full-time GT part-time 


Responsibility 
for general/other 


(oh) (oh) (Yo [Ufor-1 ite) am (OM Rey) 
Florida Curriculum and Instruction al 0 Other: Challenge Grant 
Exceptional Students 
Georgia Curriculum and Instruction 1 0 None of the above Yes 
General Education 
Hawaii Curriculum and Instruction 1 0 College Board Advanced Placement Yes 
General Education courses and/or exams 


International Baccalaureate 
Online learning opportunities 
Special statewide high schools 


Idaho Gifted and Talented (Separate from 0 1 College Board Advanced Placement Yes 
special or general education) courses and/or exams 
Curriculum and Instruction International Baccalaureate 
Illinois General Education 0 1 None of the above No 
Indiana Curriculum and Instruction 1 0 None of the above No 
Other: College and Career Readiness 
lowa General Education 0 al College Board Advanced Placement Yes 
courses and/or exams 
Kansas Special Education 0 1 None of the above Yes 
Kentucky Gifted and Talented (Separate from 1 1 None of the above No 
special or general education) 
Louisiana Gifted and Talented (Separate from 0 1 None of the above Yes 
special or general education) Other: Oversight of regulatory and 
Special Education programming concerns for gifted and 
Other: Office of Academic Content talented students 
Maine Other: School finance and operations 0 1 None of the above Yes 
Maryland General Education 2 0 None of the above No 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota Other: Academic Standards and 0 1 Other: Scholars of Distinction Award Yes 


Instructional Effectiveness Program (not a competition) and award 
programs that recognize outstanding 
schools and teachers 


85 


Reporting department (Q11) SEA Staff: SEA Staff: Programs with supervisory role (Q14) 
GT full-time GT part-time 


Responsibility 
iCoyme(-Var-verc\iceltal-ve 


(02) (Q13) 


Mississippi Curriculum and Instruction College Board Advanced Placement 
courses and/or exams 
Concurrent enrollment in college and 
public school courses 
International Baccalaureate 


(Yo [Ufor-1ite) am (OM Rey) 


Yes 


Missouri General Education al 0 College Board Advanced Placement Yes 
courses and/or exams 
Governor's schools 
International Baccalaureate 


Montana General Education 0 0 None of the above Yes 


Nebraska Curriculum and Instruction 1 0 Other: Our office coordinates the US No 
Department of Education Test Fee 
Reduction Grants for AP and IB. 


Nevada Special Education 0 1 None of the above Yes 


New Hampshire 


New Jersey General Education 0 il None of the above No 
New Mexico 
New York General Education 2 None of the above No 
North Carolina Other: Advanced Learning, which 1 just hired 0 College Board Advanced Placement Yes 
includes AIG, Honors, AP/IB, and another courses and/or exams 
Dual Enrollment Programs person; will Concurrent enrollment in college and 
have 2 FT public school courses 
personnel Credit by examination 
focused on International Baccalaureate 
AIG. Other: Honors Programs and Career and 


College Promise, including Cooperative 
Innovative High Schools 


North Dakota 


Ohio 

Oklahoma Curriculum and Instruction al 0 None of the above Yes 
Oregon 

Pennsylvania Curriculum and Instruction 1 il None of the above No 


Special Education 
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Rhode Island 


South Carolina 


South Dakota 
Tennessee 


Texas 


Utah 


Vermont 


Virginia 


Washington 


West Virginia 


Wisconsin 


Wyoming 


Reporting department (Q11) SEA Staff: 
GT full-time 


(02) 


Other: Office of Student, Community& 0 
Academic Supports 


Curriculum and Instruction 1 


Special Education 


Curriculum and Instruction 
General Education 


Curriculum and Instruction 0 


Curriculum and Instruction 0 


Other: Gifted Education and Governor's 1 
School is in the Office of Mathematics 
and Governor's School which is 
under the Office of Instruction 


Other: Special Programs and Federal 0 
Accountability 


SEA Staff: 
GT part-time 


(ox) 


Programs with supervisory role (Q14) 


College Board Advanced Placement 
courses and/or exams 
International Baccalaureate 


None of the above 


College Board Advanced Placement 
courses and/or exams 
International Baccalaureate 


College Board Advanced Placement 
courses and/or exams 

Concurrent enrollment in college and 
public school courses 

International Baccalaureate 

Other: Centennial Scholarship 


College Board Advanced Placement 
courses and/or exams 


Governor's schools 


None of the above 


Responsibility 
icoyme(-Vat-verc\iceltal-ve 


(Yo [Ufor-1ite) am (OM Roy) 


No 


No 
Yes 


Yes 


No 


No 


No 


Other: Division for Academic 0) 
Excellence, Content and Learning 
Team 

General Education 0 


College Board Advanced Placement 
courses and/or exams 
International Baccalaureate 


None of the above 


Yes 


Yes 
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Reporting department (Q11) SEA Staff: SEA Staff: Programs with supervisory role (Q14) 
GT full-time GT part-time 


Responsibility 
Colao (-Varcverc\iceltal-ve 


(ox) (op) Ye [Wrer-ttel am (OM Es)) 
Summary Responses: 42 Responses: Responses: Responses: 42 Responses: 41 
41 42 
Curriculum and Instruction: 15 Academic or other competitions: 2 Yes: 24 
Exceptional Students: 2 At least 1 full- Atleast 1 College Board Advanced Placement No: 17 
General Education: 12 time: 17 part-time: 25 courses and/or exams: 16 
Gifted and Talented: 6 No full-time No part-time Concurrent enrollment in college and 


Special Education: 7 GT staff: 24 = GT staff:17 public school course: 4 

Vocational/Technical: 0 Credit by examination: 1 

Other: 11 Governor's schools: 3 
International Baccalaureate: 14 
Online learning opportunities: 3 
Special statewide high schools: 1 
Virtual high schools: 0 
Other: 10 
None of the above: 20 
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Table 2: State Education Agencies (continued) 


EV Coy a =X-) oXe)at-d1e)| (1t(-tomey mes) =¥-Wol=t-J(e]ar-tc-lem ol-)ecvolalat-)merclalc-lem ohm tiai(em (OMMs) Mm Mesyr-c-m ogo) (e(-t-w-Velella(elar-l MeN M1010) olela mir lim (Os WA) 
Where they deliver services (Q18) 


Alabama 


. Monitoring program compliance No 
. Providing technical assistance to schools/districts in the field 

. Providing professional and staff development 

. Providing technical assistance by email 


1 
2 
3 
A 
5. Providing technical assistance by telephone, email, or webinar 


Alaska 


Arizona 


. Providing technical assistance by email No 
. Providing technical assistance by telephone, email, or webinar 

. Responding to parental questions 

. Serving on task forces and committee 


. Monitoring program compliance 


Arkansas . Providing technical assistance by telephone, email, or webinar Yes 

. Monitoring program compliance 

. Grants management Regionally 
. Responding to parental questions 


. Providing professional and staff development 


California . Responding to parental questions No 
. Providing technical assistance by email 

. Providing technical assistance by telephone, email, or webinar 

. Liaison to statewide association for the gifted 


. Other: Serve as advisor on University project 


Colorado . Providing technical assistance by telephone, email, or webinar Yes 

. Providing professional and staff development 

. Serving on task forces and committee Regionally 

. Monitoring program compliance District Level 


. Developing statewide policies and/or guidelines 


Connecticut . Providing information to state legislatures No 
. Developing statewide policies and/or guidelines 

. Providing technical assistance by telephone, email, or webinar 

. Serving on task forces and committee 


. Liaison to statewide association for the gifted 


OARWNMNPFP ABPWNHPFP TABPWNHPFP ABPWNHRP ORWNE 
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EV Colm a =X-) eXe) ald} o) | (1t(ckomey mes) =¥- We (s-J(e]ar-tcctem ol-lecvolalars)Meclalc-lem opm cii(em (MMs) My Mesyr-uccM ol go\i/(e(-t-w-Velolla(elar-l MeN M010) elolam-ir-lnm (OM WA) 
Where they deliver services (Q18) 


Delaware . Developing statewide policies and/or guidelines No 
. Providing technical assistance to schools/districts in the field 

. Grants management 

. Monitoring program compliance 

. Liaison to statewide association for the gifted 


D.C. . Providing professional and staff development No 
. Providing technical assistance to schools/districts in the field 

. Providing technical assistance by email 

. Providing technical assistance by telephone, email, or webinar 


. Responding to parental questions 


Florida . Developing statewide policies and/or guidelines 

. Providing technical assistance to schools/districts in the field 

. Providing technical assistance by email 

. Providing technical assistance by telephone, email, or webinar 


. Providing professional and staff development 


Georgia . Providing technical assistance by telephone, email, or webinar No 
. Providing professional and staff development 

. Serving on task forces and committee 

. Developing statewide policies and/or guidelines 


. Liaison to statewide association for the gifted 


Hawaii . Providing technical assistance by telephone, email, or webinar No 
. Providing technical assistance to schools/districts in the field 

. Providing technical assistance by email 

. Responding to parental questions 


. Providing professional and staff development 


Idaho . Grants management No 
. Providing technical assistance by telephone, email, or webinar 

. Developing statewide policies and/or guidelines 

. Responding to parental questions 


. Liaison to statewide association for the gifted 


Illinois . Responding to parental questions No 
. Providing technical assistance by telephone, email, or webinar 

. Serving on task forces and committee 

. Liaison to statewide association for the gifted 


. No Rank 


1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
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VEN Colm a =X-) eXe) ald} o)| (1t(-komey mes) =P, We (-t-J(e]ar-tc-tem ol-1ecvolalars)Meclalc-lem ohm ciii(em (OMAs) My Mesyr-uccM olgo\t/(e(-t-w-Velella(elar-l Men M10] 0) elelam-ir-lim (Os WA) 
Where they deliver services (Q18) 


Indiana 1. Grants management Yes 
2. Providing technical assistance by telephone, email, or webinar 
3. Monitoring program compliance Regionally 
4. No Rank District Level 
5. No Rank School Building Level 
lowa 1. Providing technical assistance by telephone, email, or webinar Yes 
2. Liaison to statewide association for the gifted 
3. Developing statewide policies and/or guidelines Regionally 
4. Monitoring program compliance District Level 
5. Serving on task forces and committee 
Kansas 1. Providing technical assistance by telephone, email, or webinar Yes 
2. Responding to parental questions 
3. Monitoring program compliance Regionally 
4. Liaison to statewide association for the gifted District Level 
5. Providing professional and staff development School Building Level 
Kentucky 1. Providing technical assistance by telephone, email, or webinar No 
2. Monitoring program compliance 
3. Liaison to statewide association for the gifted 
4. Responding to parental questions 
5. Developing statewide policies and/or guidelines 
Louisiana 1. Providing technical assistance by telephone, email, or webinar No 
2. Providing technical assistance to schools/districts in the field 
3. Providing professional and staff development 
4. Responding to parental questions 
5. Monitoring program compliance 
Maine 1. Monitoring program compliance Yes 
2. Providing technical assistance by telephone, email, or webinar 
3. Liaison to statewide association for the gifted Regionally 
4. Providing professional and staff development District Level 
5. Responding to parental questions School Building Level 
Maryland 1. Providing technical assistance by telephone, email, or webinar No 
2. Other: Liaison to GT Advisory Council 
3. Providing professional and staff development 
4. Responding to parental questions 
5. Monitoring program compliance 
Massachusetts 
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EV Colm a =X- eXe) ald} o) | (1t(ckomey mes) =P. We l-t-J(e]arctc-tem ol-1ecvolalar:)Me-lalc-lem opm tiii(em (OM Ms) My Mesyr-uccM ol go) (e(-X-w-Velella(elar-l Men M1010) elolam-ir-nm (OM WA) 
Where they deliver services (Q18) 


Minnesota 1. Providing professional and staff development No 
2. Providing technical assistance by telephone, email, or webinar 
3. Responding to parental questions 
4. Developing statewide policies and/or guidelines 
5. Providing technical assistance to schools/districts in the field 


Mississippi 1. Providing technical assistance by telephone, email, or webinar No 
2. Monitoring program compliance 
3. Providing technical assistance to schools/districts in the field 
4. Responding to parental questions 
5. Serving on task forces and committee 


Missouri 1. Providing technical assistance to schools/districts in the field No 
2. Providing technical assistance by telephone, email, or webinar 
3. Monitoring program compliance 
4. Developing statewide policies and/or guidelines 
5. Liaison to statewide association for the gifted 


Montana 1. GT grants administration No 
2. Supervision of regional education service areas delivery of GT PD and 
technical assistance 
3. Providing technical assistance by telephone, email, or webinar 
4. Other: Web page and materials development 
5. Liaison to statewide association for the gifted 


Nebraska 1. Providing technical assistance to schools/districts in the field Yes 
2. Providing technical assistance by telephone, email, or webinar 
3. Providing professional and staff development Regionally 


4. Liaison to statewide association for the gifted 
5. Developing statewide policies and/or guidelines 


Nevada 1. Grants management No 
2. Providing technical assistance to schools/districts in the field 
3. Providing technical assistance by email 
4. Providing technical assistance by telephone, email, or webinar 
5. Providing information to state legislatures 


New Hampshire 
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EV Colm a =X-) eXe) ald} eo) | (1t(ckomey mes) =P We l-to}(e]ar-tcctem ol-1ecvolalar-)Meclalc-em ohm ciilem (OMAs) My Mesyr-uccM ol go\t/(e(-t-w-Velella(elar-l Me M1010) elola mi r-lnm (OM WA) 
Where they deliver services (Q18) 


New Jersey 1. Responding to parental questions 
2. Providing technical assistance by telephone, email, or webinar 
3. Monitoring program compliance 
4. Providing technical assistance to schools/districts in the field 


No 


New Mexico 


New York 1. Providing technical assistance by email 
2. Liaison to statewide association for the gifted 


No 


North Carolina —1. Developing statewide policies and/or guidelines No 


2. Providing technical assistance by telephone, email, or webinar 

3. Providing professional and staff development 

4. Develop and analyze state-wide data and accountability systems 

5. Provide information and feedback to various stakeholders, including the 
state legislature in, and external organizations 


- 
- 


North Dakota 


_ 
. 


Ohio 
Oklahoma 
2. Providing professional and staff development 
3. Responding to parental questions 
4. Monitoring program compliance 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 1. Monitoring program compliance Yes 
2. Providing professional and staff development 
3. Providing technical assistance to schools/districts in the field Regionally 
4. Responding to parental questions District Level 
5. Providing technical assistance by telephone, email, or webinar School Building Level 
Rhode Island 1. Providing technical assistance by telephone, email, or webinar No 


2. Providing technical assistance to schools/districts in the field 
3. Providing technical assistance by email 

4. Other: Twice Exceptional Technical Assistance 

5. Serving on task forces and committee 
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EV Colm a =X- eXe) alii) | (1t(csomey mes) =P We (t-J(e]ar-tc-tem ol-1ecvolalars)meclalc-1em ohm tiilem (OMAs) My Mesyr-uc-M ol go\t/(e(-t-w-Velella(elar-l Men M1010) elelam-ir-nm (OM WA) 
Where they deliver services (Q18) 


South Carolina 


South Dakota 


Tennessee 


Texas 


Utah 


Vermont 


Virginia 


Washington 


West Virginia 


il, 
2; 
3. 
4. 
5. 


OBRWNPFP ABRWNHPFP AKRWNE 


OARWNHPRFP ABRWNE 


Providing professional and staff development 

Providing technical assistance by telephone, email, or webinar 
Grants management 

Providing technical assistance to schools/districts in the field 
Monitoring program compliance 


. Providing technical assistance by telephone, email, or webinar 
. Providing technical assistance to schools/districts in the field 

. Responding to parental questions 

. Serving on task forces and committee 

. Providing professional and staff development 


. Providing technical assistance by email 

. Providing technical assistance by telephone, email, or webinar 
. Responding to parental questions 

. Grants management 

. Providing professional and staff development 


. Providing information to state legislatures 

. Providing technical assistance by telephone, email, or webinar 
. Responding to parental questions 

. Providing professional and staff development 

. Providing technical assistance to schools/districts in the field 


. Other: Governor's schools 

. Providing technical assistance by telephone, email, or webinar 
. Responding to parental questions 

. Serving on a variety of committees 

. Providing information to state legislatures 


. Providing technical assistance by telephone, email, or webinar 
. Grants management 

. Monitoring program compliance 

. Responding to parental questions 

. Serving on task forces and committee 


No 


No 
No 


Yes 
Regionally 


District Level 
School Building Level 


No 


No 


No 
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EV Colm a =X- eXe) ald} o) | (1t(ctomey mes) =¥-Wel-t-J(elar-tc-tem ol-1ecvolalars)Meclalc-lem opm ciii(em (OMAs) Mm Mesyr-uccM ol go\i/(e(-t-w-Velolla(elar-l MeN M1010) lola m-ir-lnm (Os WA) 
Where they deliver services (Q18) 


Wisconsin 1. Providing statewide leadership and vision for gifted education Yes 
2. Providing technical assistance by telephone, email, or webinar 
3. Responding to parental questions Regionally 
4. Providing professional and staff development District Level 
5. Grants management School Building Level 
Wyoming 1. Monitoring program compliance No 
2. Liaison to statewide association for the gifted 
3. Providing technical assistance by telephone, email, or webinar 
4. Responding to parental questions 
5. Providing technical assistance to schools/districts in the field 
Summary Responses: 42 Responses: 40, 10 
States listing in top five responsibilities: Yes: 10 
Providing technical assistance to schools/districts in the field: 18 No: 30 
Providing technical assistance by telephone, email, or webinar: 38 
Providing technical assistance by email: 10 Regionally: 10 


Providing professional and staff development: 21 
Providing information to state legislatures: 4 
Developing statewide policies and/or guidelines: 12 
Monitoring program compliance: 20 

Responding to parental questions: 24 

Serving on task forces and committees: 10 

Liaison to statewide association for the gifted: 17 
Grants management: 9 

Other: 11 


District level: 7 
School building level: 6 
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Table 3: State Reporting 


State-published report (Q81) (eM Mare [(er-tcoa-me)a me | (ita (erm c-) ole) amer- lee (om (lfm @ls1))] 
1U]> 1 (of: 7) 


Alabama No 
Alaska 
Arizona No No 
Arkansas Yes Yes 
https://adedata.arkansas.gov/ Number of identified gifted students 
ADE Data Center includes SIS Reports of gifted and talented Availability of AP/International Baccalaureate classes 
data Dual or concurrent enrollment 
Career/technical education 
Graduation rate 
Other: College going rate; Advanced Placement Performance, ACT 
Performance 
California No No 
Colorado Yes Yes 
Number of identified gifted students 
The achievement/performance of gifted students (as a separate group) 
The learning growth of gifted students (as a separate group) 
Availability of AP/International Baccalaureate classes 
Early entrance to Kindergarten 
Connecticut No No 
Delaware No Yes 
Number of identified gifted students 
The learning growth of gifted students (as a separate group) 
Availability of AP/International Baccalaureate classes 
Dual or concurrent enrollment 
Graduation rate 
Dropout rate 
Early entrance to Kindergarten 
D.C. No No 
Florida 
Georgia No No 
Hawaii Yes No 
https://intranet.hawaiipublicschools.org/offices/ociss/program 
s/gifted 
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State-published report (Q81) (eM ME Lave l(er-tco)a-me)a mel (lta (e1 mi c-) ole) amer- gel (Ol: sm O31) 
10] 1 (0:7) 


Idaho No 
Illinois No No 
Indiana No Yes 


Number of identified gifted students 

Availability of AP/International Baccalaureate classes 
Graduation rate 

Dropout rate 


lowa No No 
Kansas No No 
Kentucky No No 
Louisiana No No 
Maine No Yes 


Number of identified gifted students 

The learning growth of gifted students (as a separate group) 
Dual or concurrent enrollment 

Graduation rate 

Dropout rate 

Early exit from high school 


Maryland No No 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota Yes No 
http://www.leg.state.mn.us/Irl/mndocs/mandates_detail.aspx? 
orderid=406 
Mississippi No No 
Missouri No Yes 
Number of identified gifted students 
Other: Percentage of gifted students served in a state-approved gifted 
program 
Montana No No 
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State-published report (Q81) (eM ME Lave l(er-tco)a-me)a mel (eg (ei mi c-) ole) amer- lee (- (@l: im O31) 
10] 1 (0:7) 


Nebraska Yes Yes 7 
http://reportcard.education.ne.gov/20122013/pg StudentHAL Number of identified gifted students 
.aspx?AgencylD=00-0000-000 


Nevada No No 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 


New Mexico 
New York 


North Carolina Yes Yes 
http://www.dpi.state.nc.us/aig/ Number of identified gifted students 

The achievement/performance of gifted students (as a separate group) 
Availability of AP/International Baccalaureate classes 
Dual or concurrent enrollment 
Career/technical education 
Graduation rate 
Dropout rate 
Other: AP/IB Achievement Scores 


North Dakota 
Ohio 


Oklahoma Yes No 
http://ok.gov/sde/gifted-and-talented-education#Annual 
Reports 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania Yes No 
Rhode Island No No 
South Carolina No Yes 


Number of identified gifted students 
Availability of AP/International Baccalaureate classes 


South Dakota No No 
Tennessee No No 
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State-published report (Q81) (eM ME Lave l(er-tco)a-me)a melita (erm c=) ole) amer-Uae(-m (Ol: i Mm O31) 
10] 51 (@}: 43) 


Texas No Yes 
Number of identified gifted students 
Availability of AP/International Baccalaureate classes 
Dual or concurrent enrollment 


Utah Yes No 
This report is sent to the legislature and is not posted ona 
website. 
Vermont 
Virginia Yes Yes 
http://www.doe.virginia.gov/statistics_reports/gifted/index.sht | Dual or concurrent enrollment 
ml Graduation rate 
Dropout rate 
Washington No 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming Yes No 
Provided upon request. It is not online, but can be emailed. 
Summary Responses: 38, 9 Responses: 39, 11 
Yes: 11 Yes: 11 
No: 27 No: 28 


Number of identified gifted students: 10 

The achievement/performance of gifted students (as a separate group): 2 
The learning growth of gifted students (as a separate group): 3 

Dual or concurrent enrollment: 6 

Career/technical education: 2 

Graduation rate: 6 

Dropout rate: 5 

Early entrance to Kindergarten: 2 

Early exit from high school: 1 

Other: 3 
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Table 4: Impact of Forces on Delivery of Gifted Education Services (Part 1 


Alabama 
Alaska 


Arizona 


Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
D.C. 

Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
lowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 


aCe) WAU Colel re MVColOme-ic-M-r-(elaMovm tal-mcoli Coy lale mie) cex-t-M lam (-)datlome) maat-m oLec-yiihV(-Molmalcler-lah(-M-1ic-(e1 CMe) aM aal-me(-\[NV(c1av@elme|liccrem-(oleler-li(oy a) 


services in your state within the past two years? (Q20) 


Focus on 
student growth 


(og 
accountability 


Very Positive 


Very Positive 
Slightly Positive 
Not Applicable 
Very Positive 


Positive 

Very Positive 
Positive 
Slightly Positive 
Slightly Positive 
Neutral 

Positive 
Slightly Negative 
Neutral 

Very Positive 
Positive 


Slightly positive 
Slightly Negative 


Change in state 
iviateliale miele 
(Yo LU Ler-ha royal 


Positive 


Very Negative 
Neutral 

Not Applicable 
Slightly Positive 


Positive 
Very Positive 


Neutral 
Neutral 
Positive 
Negative 
Neutral 
Neutral 
Negative 

Not Applicable 


Not Applicable 
Neutral 


State 
assessments 


Neutral 


Neutral 
Neutral 
Not Applicable 
Positive 


Neutral 
Positive 


Slightly Positive 
Neutral 

Positive 

Neutral 

Negative 

Neutral 

Positive 

Slightly Negative 


Neutral 
Slightly Negative 


Standards- 
based 
exolU(ors\i(e) a} 


Very Negative 


Positive 
Neutral 
Not Applicable 
Positive 


Positive 
Positive 

Very Positive 
Very Positive 
Slightly Positive 
Slightly Positive 
Neutral 
Negative 
Neutral 

Positive 
Positive 


Slightly negative 


Slightly Negative 


State mandate 


Very Positive 


Very Positive 
Very Positive 
Not Applicable 
Very Positive 


Positive 
Negative 
Positive 

Very Positive 
Not Applicable 
Slightly Positive 
Not Applicable 
Very Positive 
Neutral 

Very Positive 
Positive 


Very positive 
Slightly Positive 


Lack of state 
mandate 


Not Applicable 


Not Applicable 
Not Applicable 


Not Applicable 


Neutral 
Negative 


Not Applicable 
Negative 


Neutral 
Not Applicable 
Neutral 
Not Applicable 
Not Applicable 


Not Applicable 


Not Applicable 


Federal K-12 
education law 
icoler Ute) a] 
struggling 
learners 


Neutral 


Neutral 
Neutral 


Slightly Negative 


Negative 
Positive 


Negative 
Slightly Negative 
Slightly Negative 
Very Positive 
Very Negative 
Neutral 

Slightly Positive 
Slightly Negative 


Negative 
Slightly Negative 
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aCe) Cole] (eM ColUme-c-M-r-(era Mov tal-mcoli (oyu lale mie) cex-t-M lam (-)aalome) muat-mm oLel-yiihV(-Molm@alcler-lah(-M-1ac-leq cme) amaat-me(-\[NV(clavme)me|liccrem-(eleler-li(o) a) 
services in your state within the past two years? (Q20) 


Federal K-12 
education law 


Lack of state 
mandate 


PS) elarerslaekoe State mandate 


based 


State 
assessments 


Focus on 
student growth 


Change in state 
riviateliale miele 


Michigan 


Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 

New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 

Utah 


for 
accountability 


Very Positive 
Negative 
Positive 
Negative 
Positive 
Neutral 


Very Positive 


Neutral 


Positive 


Slightly Positive 


Very Positive 


Neutral 


Very Positive 


Very Positive 


Not Applicable 
Neutral 


xolUCorshi(o) a} 


Not Applicable 
Negative 


Very Negative 


Neutral 
Positive 


Very Positive 


Not Applicable 


Negative 
Slightly Negative 


Neutral 


Neutral 
Neutral 
Slightly Negative 


Not Applicable 
Not Applicable 
Not Applicable 


Neutral 

Negative 

Slightly Negative 
Neutral 

Neutral 

Neutral 


Slightly Positive 


Neutral 


Neutral 


Slightly Negative 


Slightly Positive 


Neutral 


Neutral 


Neutral 


Positive 
Neutral 


Yel UCers\i(o) a} 


Neutral 
Neutral 
Slightly Positive 
Neutral 
Neutral 
Neutral 


Very Positive 
Positive 

Neutral 

Slightly Negative 
Positive 

Neutral 

Very Positive 
Neutral 


Positive 
Slightly Positive 


Positive 

Very Positive 
Not Applicable 
Neutral 
Neutral 
Neutral 


Slightly Positive 


Very Positive 


Neutral 


Very Positive 


Neutral 
Very Positive 


Not Applicable 
Positive 
Not Applicable 


Slightly Negative 


Neutral 


Very Negative 


Not Applicable 
Neutral 
Neutral 


Not Applicable 


Negative 


Not Applicable 


Neutral 


Not Applicable 


Neutral 


Not Applicable 


Negative 


Not Applicable 
Negative 


icoyer Ut=mre) a] 
struggling 
learners 


Negative 

Neutral 

Very Negative 
Negative 

Slightly Negative 
Neutral 


Not Applicable 


Neutral 
Slightly Negative 


Neutral 


Neutral 
Neutral 
Neutral 


Neutral 


Slightly Negative 
Negative 
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aCe) Cole] (eM ColUme-c-M-r-(era Mov tal-mcoli (oyu lale mie) cex-t-M lam (-)aalome) muat-mm oLel-yiihV(-Molm@alcler-lah(-M-1ac-leq cme) amaat-me(-\[NV(clavme)me|liccrem-(eleler-li(o) a) 
services in your state within the past two years? (Q20) 


Focus on Change in state | State Standards- State mandate WF Yod 0) ty F-1K:) Federal K-12 
student growth riviateliale miele assessments based raletents) education law 
for Yo LU Ler-la royal Yo LU Ler-\a royal focus on 
accountability struggling 
learners 


Virginia Very Positive Positive Negative Negative Very Positive Not Applicable Not Applicable 
Washington 

wstVigihnia 
Wisconsin Neutral Very Negative Negative ightly Positive Neutral Not Applicable Negative 
Wyoming Very Positive sianiy saaive aaa =e Positive Slightly Negative Sieghily Negative wat 

Summary Responses: 37 Responses: 36 Responses: 36 Responses: 37 Responses: 36 Responses: 34 Responses: 35 


Very negative: 0 Very negative: 3 Very negative: 0 Very negative: 1 Very negative: 0 Very negative: 1 Very negative: 2 
Negative: 2 Negative: 4 Negative: 4 Negative: 2 Negative: 1 Negative: 5 Negative: 7 


Slightly negative: 2 Slightly negative: 2. Slightly negative: 4 Slightly negative: 3 Slightly negative: 1 Slightly negative: 2. Slightly negative: 8 
Neutral: 7 Neutral: 10 Neutral: 19 Neutral: 11 Neutral: 7 Neutral: 8 Neutral: 13 
Slightly positive: 5 —Sjightly positive: 2. Slightly positive: 3 Slightly positive: 6 — Slightly positive: 3 Slightly positive: 0 — Slightly positive: 1 
Positive: 7 Positive: 5 Positive: 5 Positive: 9 Positive: 5 Positive: 0 Positive: 1 

Very positive: 12 Very positive: 2 Very positive: 0 Very positive: 4 Very positive: 13 Very positive: 0 Very positive: 1 
NIA: 2 N/A: 8 N/A: 1 N/A: 1 N/A: 6 N/A: 18 N/A: 2 
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Table 5: Impact of Forces on Delivery of Gifted Education Services (Part 2 


Alabama 
Alaska 


Arizona 


Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
D.C. 

Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
lowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 


a Ko) WAWColel (eM Cole me-\c-M-r-(ela Mov tal-mcoyiCo\iUlare mie) cex-t-M lam (-)datlome) mat-m oley-yiiV(-Molmal-Yerclah(-M-1ic-(e1 CMe) aM aatcme(-\(NV(c1avme)me|liccrem-(eleler-li(oy a) 


services in your state within the past two years? (Q20) 


Professional 
development 


initiatives in 
gifted education 


Neutral 


Slightly Positive 
Slightly Negative 


Very Positive 


Positive 
Very Positive 


Positive 

Not Applicable 
Positive 
Positive 

Very Positive 
Neutral 

Slightly Positive 
Not Applicable 


Negative 
Positive 


State 
accreditation 


Positive 


Not Applicable 
Positive 


Very Positive 


Positive 
Negative 


Neutral 
Not Applicable 
Neutral 
Not Applicable 
Not Applicable 
Neutral 
Neutral 
Not Applicable 


Neutral 


Not Applicable 


|W Yod ae) 
recYerolelaliice) ame) i 
GT students in 
federal 
education law 


Very Negative 


Very Negative 
Negative 


Negative 


Very Negative 
Negative 


Slightly Negative 
Very Negative 
Slightly Negative 
Negative 

Very Negative 
Neutral 

Negative 
Slightly Negative 


Negative 
Negative 


Site-based 


Ability grouping 


decision making | debate 


Slightly Negative 


Neutral 
Neutral 


Neutral 


Negative 
Slightly Positive 


Neutral 

Slightly Negative 
Slightly Negative 
Neutral 

Very Negative 
Neutral 

Neutral 

Not Applicable 


Neutral 
Slightly Negative 


Slightly Negative 


Positive 
Neutral 


Not Applicable 


Negative 
Positive 


Neutral 
Neutral 
Neutral 

Not Applicable 
Negative 
Neutral 

Not Applicable 
Not Applicable 


Neutral 
Slightly Negative 


Change in state 
rielateliale miele 
gifted education 


Very Positive 


Not Applicable 
Not Applicable 


Slightly Positive 


Positive 
Positive 


Not Applicable 
Slightly Positive 
Positive 

Not Applicable 
Not Applicable 
Neutral 

Not Applicable 
Not Applicable 


Not Applicable 
Not Applicable 


Compliance! 
ikeyaliceyalare] 


Very Positive 


Slightly Positive 
Slightly Negative 


Very Positive 


Neutral 
Not Applicable 


Neutral 

Not Applicable 
Neutral 

Not Applicable 
Very Positive 
Neutral 

Slightly Negative 
Very Positive 


Slightly negative 
Slightly Positive 
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Co) WAWColel (eM Cole me-c-M-r-(era Movi tal-mcoli Coy lale mie) cex-t-M lam (-)dalome) muat-m okel-yiiV(-Molm@alcler-laht(-M-1ic-leq cme) aMaal-me(-\[NV(clavme)me|liccrem-(oleler-li(o) a) 
services in your state within the past two years? (Q20) 


Professional State Lack of Site-based Ability grouping | Change in state | Compliance/ 

development accreditation recognition of decision making | debate iViaelfate miele monitoring 

initiatives in GT students in gifted education 

gifted education federal 

education law 

Michigan 
Minnesota Positive Neutral Negative Slightly Negative — Slightly Positive Not Applicable Not Applicable 
Mississippi Slightly Positive Positive Neutral Neutral Neutral Negative Positive 
Missouri Not Applicable Slightly Negative Very Negative Slightly Negative Neutral Very Negative Positive 
Montana Positive Neutral Negative Neutral Neutral Not Applicable Neutral 
Nebraska Slightly Positive Slightly Positive Slightly Negative Neutral Slightly Positive Positive Positive 
Nevada Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Very Positive Neutral 


New Hampshire 


New Jersey Slightly Positive Not Applicable Very Negative Slightly Positive Negative Not Applicable Slightly Positive 
New Mexico 

New York Neutral Not Applicable Neutral Neutral Neutral Not Applicable Not Applicable 
North Carolina _- Very Positive Neutral Slightly Negative Neutral Slightly Positive Not Applicable Very Positive 


North Dakota 
Ohio 


Oklahoma Slightly Positive Slightly Negative Neutral Slightly Positive Neutral Neutral Neutral 
Oregon 

Pennsylvania Very Positive Positive Negative Slightly Positive Slightly Positive Neutral Very Positive 
Rhode Island Slightly Positive Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral 

South Carolina Very Positive Positive Negative Neutral Neutral Negative Slightly Positive 
South Dakota 

Tennessee Not Applicable Neutral Neutral Negative Not Applicable Not Applicable Neutral 

Texas Positive Not Applicable Slightly Negative — Slightly Positive Neutral Not Applicable Not Applicable 
Utah Not Applicable Neutral Negative Neutral Neutral Not Applicable Not Applicable 
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Co) WAWColel (eM Cole me-c-M-r-(era Movi tal-mcoli Coy lale mie) cex-t-M lam (-)dalome) muat-m okel-yiiV(-Molm@alcler-laht(-M-1ic-leq cme) aMaal-me(-\[NV(clavme)me|liccrem-(oleler-li(o) a) 
services in your state within the past two years? (Q20) 


Professional State Lack of Site-based Ability grouping | Change in state | Compliance/ 
development accreditation recYerorelaliaceya Me) i decision making | debate rielateliale Miele monitoring 
initiatives in GT students in gifted education 
gifted education federal 

education law 


Virginia Slightly Positive Neutral Negative Neutral Neutral Not Applicable 

Washington 

wstVigihnia 
Wisconsin Positive Not Applicable Negative Neutral Not Applicable Not Applicable Slightly Positive 
Wyoming Neutral Stafity POSE esate Slightly Negative seamed seaaive sail 

Summary Responses: 35 Responses: 35 Responses: 35 Responses: 35 Responses: 35 Responses: 35 Responses: 34 


Very negative: 0 Very negative: 0 Very negative: 7 Very negative: 1 Very negative: 0 Very negative: 1 Very negative: 0 
Negative: 1 Negative: 1 Negative: 15 Negative: 2 Negative: 3 Negative: 3 Negative: 0 


Slightly negative: 1 Slightly negative: 2. Slightly negative: 6 Slightly negative: 7 Slightly negative: 2 Slightly negative: O Slightly negative: 3 
Neutral: 5 Neutral: 13 Neutral: 7 Neutral: 19 Neutral: 18 Neutral: 4 Neutral: 10 
Slightly positive: 8 Slightly positive: 2. Slightly positive:0 Slightly positive:5 Slightly positive: 4 Slightly positive: 2 Slightly positive: 5 
Positive: 9 Positive: 6 Positive: 0 Positive: 0 Positive: 2 Positive: 4 Positive: 3 

Very positive: 6 Very positive: 1 Very positive: 0 Very positive: 0 Very positive: 0 Very positive: 2 Very positive: 6 
N/A: 5 N/A: 10 N/A: 0 N/A: 1 N/A: 6 N/A: 19 N/A: 7 
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Table 6: Impact of Forces on Delivery of Gifted Education Services (Part 3 


Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 


Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
D.C. 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
lowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 


aCe) WAUColel re MVColeme-\c-M-r-(e1a Movi tal-mcoliCo\Ulare mie) cex-t-M lam (-)eatlome) mat-m ores it(-Mol ml al-Yer-lah(-M-1ic-(e1 CMe) aM aal-me(-\[NV(c1av@e)me|liccrem-(oleler-li(oy a) 


services in your state within the past two years? (Q20) 


Lack of 
compliance! 


ikeyaliceyalare) 


Not Applicable 


Not Applicable 
Not Applicable 


Not Applicable 


Neutral 
Not Applicable 


Not Applicable 
Not Applicable 
Neutral 

Slightly Negative 
Not Applicable 
Neutral 

Not Applicable 
Not Applicable 


Not Applicable 
Slightly Negative 


Decrease in 
general 
exolU(ersha(e) a} 
formula 
(funding or FTE) 


Not Applicable 


Very Negative 
Not Applicable 


Not Applicable 


Neutral 
Not Applicable 


Negative 

Neutral 

Negative 
Negative 

Slightly Negative 
Neutral 

Negative 

Not Applicable 


Not Applicable 
Slightly Negative 


Charter schools 


Very Positive 


Neutral 
Negative 


Slightly Positive 


Slightly Positive 
Positive 


Neutral 
Neutral 
Neutral 
Neutral 
Neutral 
Neutral 
Not Applicable 
Not Applicable 


Neutral 
Neutral 


Differentiated 
instruction 


Slightly Positive 


Slightly Positive 
Positive 


Very Positive 


Positive 

Very Positive 
Positive 
Slightly Positive 
Positive 
Slightly Positive 
Slightly Negative 
Negative 
Neutral 

Very Positive 
Positive 


Slightly positive 
Neutral 


Focus on needs 
in science, 

ir=Yer alate) (ole ha 
engineering, 
Fvave| 
mathematics 
(STEM) 


Slightly Positive 


Slightly Positive 
Positive 


Positive 


Positive 

Very Positive 
Positive 
Slightly Positive 
Slightly Positive 
Neutral 

Slightly Positive 
Neutral 

Neutral 

Very Positive 
Very Positive 


Slightly positive 
Slightly Negative 


Response to 
Intervention 
(Rtl) framework 


Neutral 


Slightly Positive 
Negative 


Very Positive 


Slightly Positive 
Very Positive 
Positive 
Slightly Positive 
Slightly Positive 
Neutral 

Slightly Negative 
Neutral 

Neutral 

Positive 

Very Positive 


Slightly positive 
Neutral 


Acceleration 
implementation 


Positive 


Positive 
Negative 


Very Positive 


Positive 
Slightly Negative 
Positive 

Neutral 

Not Applicable 
Neutral 

Not Applicable 
Slightly Positive 
Neutral 

Not Applicable 
Very Positive 


Neutral 
Neutral 
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aCe) WAU Colel(oMmVColUme-c-M-r-(e1a Movi tal-mcoll (oyu lale mie) cer-t-M lam (-)aatlome) miai-m oLel-yiihV(-Molmalcler-la\(-M-1ic-leq cme) am aal-me(-\[NV(clavme)me|liccrem-(oleler-li(oy a) 
services in your state within the past two years? (Q20) 


| HF-Yor 0) j Decrease in Charter schools | Differentiated Focus on needs [| Response to Acceleration 
compliance! general instruction in science, Intervention implementation 
monitoring (To [UCorstiCoy a technology, (Rtl) framework 
formula engineering, 
CiUTateliale Me) au om =) Vale, 
mathematics 
(a S))) 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota Slightly Negative Not Applicable Slightly Positive Very Positive Positive Neutral Positive 
Mississippi Neutral Negative Neutral Neutral Neutral Slightly Positive Neutral 
Missouri Not Applicable Negative Neutral Slightly Positive Slightly Positive Neutral Neutral 
Montana Negative Negative Not Applicable Positive Positive Very Positive Slightly Positive 
Nebraska Neutral Neutral Neutral Very Positive Very Positive Positive Slightly Positive 
Nevada Neutral Negative Neutral Neutral Very Positive Neutral Neutral 


New Hampshire 


New Jersey Positive Positive Neutral Positive 
New Mexico 

New York Not Applicable Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Not Applicable 
North Carolina —_Not Applicable Slightly Negative Neutral Positive Positive Positive Positive 


North Dakota 
Ohio 


Oklahoma Neutral Slightly Negative _— Slightly Positive Slightly Negative Slightly Positive Slightly Positive Slightly Negative 
Oregon 

Pennsylvania Not Applicable Neutral Neutral Very Positive Very Positive Very Positive Very Positive 
Rhode Island Neutral Neutral Neutral Slightly Positive Slightly Positive Slightly Positive Neutral 

South Carolina Not Applicable Neutral Neutral Very Positive Very Positive Neutral Not Applicable 
South Dakota 

Tennessee Not Applicable Neutral Slightly Positive Very Positive Very Positive Positive Positive 
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Texas 

Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 


Summary 


aCe) WAU Colel (eM Coleme-\c-M-r-(eraMeovm tal-mcoli Cou lale mie) cer-t-M lam (-)aatlome) muat-m oLel-yiih(-Molm@alcler-lah(-M-1iccle1 cme) amaat-me(-\[NV(clavme)me|liccrem-loleler-li(oy a) 
services in your state within the past two years? (Q20) 


| HF-Yor 0) j Decrease in Charter schools | Differentiated Focus on needs [| Response to Acceleration 
compliance! general instruction in science, Intervention implementation 


monitoring Co [Tor- ato) technology, (Rtl) framework 
formula engineering, 
CUTateliale Me) au om =) ate 
mathematics 
yt S1)) 


Not Applicable Not Applicable Neutral Positive Slightly Positive Neutral Slightly Positive 
Negative Slightly Negative Slightly Negative Neutral Positive Slightly Positive Slightly Positive 
Slightly Positive Neutral Neutral Slightly Negative _— Slightly Positive Neutral Neutral 


| 
| 


Not Applicab —~ Very Negative —+— oo = ly Positive Slightly Negative Positive — Positive 
Neutral Not Applicable Neutral Slightly Positive Positive Positive Slightly Positive 
Responses: 35 Responses: 34 Responses: 35 Responses: 36 Responses: 36 Responses: 36 Responses: 36 


Very negative: 0 Very negative: 2 Very negative: 1 Very negative: 0 Very negative: 0 Very negative: 0 Very negative: 0 
Negative: 2 Negative: 8 Negative: 1 Negative: 1 Negative: 0 Negative: 1 Negative: 1 


Slightly negative: 4 Slightly negative: 5 Slightly negative: 2 Slightly negative: 3 Slightly negative: 2 Slightly negative: 1 Slightly negative: 2 
Neutral: 9 Neutral: 9 Neutral: 21 Neutral: 6 Neutral: 5 Neutral: 13 Neutral: 10 
Slightly positive: 1 Slightly positive: 0 Slightly positive: 5 Slightly positive: 9 Slightly positive: 12 Slightly positive:9 Slightly positive: 8 
Positive: 0 Positive: 0 Positive: 1 Positive: 9 Positive: 9 Positive: 7 Positive: 7 

Very positive: 0 Very positive: 0 Very positive: 1 Very positive: 8 Very positive: 8 Very positive: 5 Very positive: 3 
N/A: 19 N/A: 10 N/A: 3 N/A: 0 N/A: 0 N/A: 0 N/A: 5 
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Table 7: Impact of Forces on Delivery of Gifted Education Services (Part 4 
aCe) WAUcolel (eM ColUme-1c-M-r-(evaMeymtal-mco) (oni lare mie) cex-.-m la] 

terms of the positive or negative effects on the 

delivery of gifted education services in your state 

within the past two years? (Q20) 


Common Core Effective Tan) el (eluntcvavecticey a) 
State Standards | teacher and of Common 
principal reform ] Core State AV Vdatelare) a at-Yam oLeX-yithV(c Mel mm at-Xef-lihv(-M Co) qec\om-le-m-Nic-lel dale mellixcvem-voleler-li(olamin 
Standards your state? (Q21) 


Alabama Slightly Positive Neutral Slightly Positive State superintendent's attention to growth model for all students, but he 
specifically talks about the need for gifted students to grow 


Alaska 


Arizona Neutral Slightly Positive Neutral Positive: Active NAGC affiliate (AAGT), increasing parent engagement, 
infusion of talent development within state initiatives (such as school 
improvement and support), hosting NAGC Annual Convention Fall 2015 


Arkansas Slightly Negative — Slightly Positive Positive On the positive side, legislation was passed to restore funding for summer 
enrichment programs and legislation will prevent school that apply to be a 
"School of Innovation" from getting a waiver of Gifted and Talented 
standards. On the negative side, we lost a full-time position in our office 
following the retirement of the person in the position and the monitoring of 
districts changed from every three years to every six years. 


California The CDE does not collect the data needed to determine positive and 
negative forces affecting gifted education in California. 


Colorado Positive Very Positive Positive Positive: The integration of accountability for gifted student achievement and 
growth with the Unified Improvement Plans of every district; Revised rules for 
the implementation of gifted education in Colorado's Exceptional Children's 
Act.; A state grant program legislated to offset administrative unit costs for 
hiring qualified personnel in gifted education to administer gifted programs; 
and for universal screening at a primary grades and/or a middle school 
grade; A regional network system for the hire of a local gifted education 
consultant, professional development and a gifted education director support 
system expanded to 11 in the state; Revised identification assessment with 
the goal of increasing underrepresented students in gifted education are 
being implemented after school team or trainer or trainers workshops. A 
standards-based advanced learning plan for every gifted student was 
introduced last year and workshops conducted around the state for 
implementation of K-12 ALPs; the hire of new part-time employees in the 
Office of Gifted Education; Collaboration across Offices and Units within the 
Colorado Department of Education to coordinate implementation of statewide 
initiatives. 
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Connecticut 


Delaware 


D.C. 
Florida 
Georgia 


Hawaii 


Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
lowa 


Kansas 


Kentucky 
Louisiana 


a Co)WAUolel Ce MColUme-it-M-r-(evaMeymial-mioli(onuU lave mie) cex-.-ml a] 
terms of the positive or negative effects on the 
delivery of gifted education services in your state 
within the past two years? (Q20) 


(oxeynnltarelamexe) a) 


State Standards 


Neutral 


Very Positive 
Not Applicable 
Neutral 
Positive 


Slightly Positive 
Neutral 

Not Applicable 
Neutral 

Not Applicable 


Positive 


Effective 
teacher and 


relataces| oy: \ma-1 ce) ai) 


Positive 


Positive 


Positive 
Slightly Positive 


Slightly Positive 
Not Applicable 
Negative 
Neutral 

Not Applicable 


Very Positive 


Hany el (ereatcyarecticey a) 
fo) MOXo) Tite) A) 
Core State 
Standards 


Neutral 


Very Positive 
Not Applicable 
Neutral 
Positive 


Slightly Positive 
Neutral 

Not Applicable 
Neutral 

Not Applicable 


Very Positive 


NV Vdatelare) daY-)am oLeX-yithV(c Mel mm at-Xec-lihV(-M(o)qe-t-w-le-M-Nic-lea dale mellixcvem-volecer-ti(olamin 
your state? (Q21) 


Delaware has recently acted on recommendations made by the Legislative 
Task Force for Gifted and Talented Education. These six recommendations 
were crafted into Regulation 1572 (revised certification for Teachers of 
Students who are Gifted or Talented) and Regulation 902 (Gifted Education 
Plan) which requires each school district to create a plan to serve gifted 
students by the 2016-17 school year. 
http://requlations.delaware.gov/AdminCode/title14/index.shtml#TopOfPage 
Two grant programs are for the first time providing funding for the teaching of 
highly able learners: the Accelerated Academic Education Grant (300K from 
the Legislature under former Lt. Governor Denn for accelerated service 
delivery models) and the Advanced Placement Incentive Grant Program 
(150K from the office of Higher Education to plan and implement rigorous 
college level coursework and to increase access to the same through student 
readiness and professional learning.) 


Lack of funding at state level to offer professional development opportunities 
and no higher education program to prepare teachers to teach G/T students. 


General lack of personnel in the field to identify and serve gifted students 


Potential deregulation 


Clarification: Kansas is not a member of Common Core Consortium; Kansas 
adopted The Kansas College and Career Ready Standards. 
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a Co)WAUolel Ce MColUme-it-M-r-(evaMeymial-mioli(onuU lave mie) cex-.-ml a] 
terms of the positive or negative effects on the 
delivery of gifted education services in your state 
within the past two years? (Q20) 


Common Core Effective Hany el (ereatcyarecticey a) 
State Standards | teacher and of Common 
principal reform ] Core State What other positive or negative forces are affecting gifted education in 
Standards your state? (Q21) 


Maine Neutral Slightly positive Neutral Proficiency based diplomas where seat time is no longer an issue and all 
students can move through the standards at their own rate. As a result, 
some administrators no longer see a need for gifted education. 


Maryland Neutral Neutral Neutral Lack of funding on the federal, state, and LEA levels 

Massachusetts 

Michigan 

Minnesota Neutral Slightly Positive Neutral Positive impact: A Javits Grant awarded to the Univ of St. Thomas has 
provided the opportunity for the univ to work closely with a district to review 
and revise identification of students for services. A Javits Grant awarded to 
Purdue has allowed many Minnesota School Districts to receive training in 
the Total School Cluster Grouping Model. Increased and extended funding 
and partnership with Hormel Foundation to support GT Education 
Symposium. Mandates for identification procedure and early entrance to 
kindergarten and first grade for gifted learners procedure Increased and 
earlier access to dual enrollment opportunities. Collaboration with STEM, 
early childhood, and integration specialists and Office of American Indian 
Education. 

Mississippi Positive Neutral Neutral 

Missouri Slightly Positive Neutral Neutral Newly created Statewide Advisory Council has had a very positive impact. 

Montana Positive Not Applicable Positive MT has a mandate for services K-12, however, it does not have any "teeth" 
or funding for all school districts. 

Nebraska Slightly Positive Slightly Positive Not Applicable Nebraska is not acommon core state. Our funding for High Ability Learning, 
after 2016, will come from general funds. We do not have charter schools in 
Nebraska. 

Nevada Very Positive Very Positive Very Positive 


New Hampshire 
New Jersey Slightly Positive Slightly Negative _— Slightly Positive 


New Mexico 
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a Co)WAUolel Ce MColUme-it-M-r-(evaMeymial-mioli(onuU lave mie) cex-.-ml a] 
terms of the positive or negative effects on the 
delivery of gifted education services in your state 
within the past two years? (Q20) 


Common Core Effective Implementation 
State Standards | teacher and of Common 
principal reform ] Core State MV Vdare\are) daY-)am oLeX-yithV(c Mel mat-Xec-lihV(-M(o)qerctowr-le-M-Nic-leadiacemellixcvem-coleler-li(olamia 
Standards your state? (Q21) 
New York Neutral Neutral Neutral 
North Carolina _ Positive Neutral Slightly Positive Positive Forces: Volunteer Regional Leadership; State Board of Education 


North Dakota 


policies; Credit by Demonstrated Mastery state-wide implementation; 
Inclusion in various state-wide initiatives; General Assembly Maintenance of 
Funding; Gifted Students represented in state accountability system as a 
sub-group; Negative Forces: General Education funding decrease; 
Misguided perceptions of gifted student needs. 


Ohio 

Oklahoma Very Negative Negative Not Applicable 

Oregon 

Pennsylvania Not Applicable Positive Not Applicable Budgetary constraints are having a negative effect on gifted education. 
Training for administrators on GT is having a positive effect on gifted 
education. Compliance monitoring and complaint investigations are having a 
positive effect on gifted education. 

Rhode Island Neutral Neutral Neutral Positive - Twice Exceptional 

South Carolina Not Applicable Positive Not Applicable 

South Dakota 

Tennessee Positive Positive Positive A new commissioner of education has restructured the department to include 
a division of college and career readiness. This division has committed to 
partnering with special populations to fund a position to oversee GT 
education in TN. This will be work for the department moving forward. 

Texas Not Applicable Positive Not Applicable 

Utah Slightly Positive Neutral Slightly Positive 

Vermont 

Virginia Not Applicable Not Applicable Not Applicable From a negative side: retirement of coordinators and replacement personnel 


are not trained in GT and/or they have multiple jobs as well. 
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a Co)WAUolel (eM (olUme-it-M-r-(evaMeymtal-mco)i (oid lave mie) cex-.-ml a) 
terms of the positive or negative effects on the 
delivery of gifted education services in your state 
within the past two years? (Q20) 


Common Core Effective Implementation 
State Standards | teacher and of Common 
principal reform ] Core State What other positive or negative forces are affecting gifted education in 
Standards your state? (Q21) 


West Virginia |. ssssB6..6.6hs.|.h.UdrlritiC(itit#tOOt(tNCNCOCtCtCCCtCtCNCOCtCCRUOUOtCNCUCt#tUCL 


Wisconsin . —— — Not Applicable Slightly Positive 2010 NAGC Pre-K-Grade 12 Programming Standards have had a positive 
effect. Pilot initiatives to increase the number of underrepresented students 
identified and served have been positive. 


Wyoming Slightly Positive Slightly Positive Slightly Positive Negative force: Not having substantial legislation 
Summary Responses: 36 Responses: 35 Responses: 36 Responses: 22 


Washington 


Very negative: 1 Very negative: 0 Very negative: 0 


Negative: 0 Negative: 2 Negative: 0 
Slightly negative: 1 Slightly negative: 1 Slightly negative: 0 
Neutral: 10 Neutral: 9 Neutral: 12 
Slightly positive: 8 Slightly positive: 8 Slightly positive: 7 
Positive: 7 Positive: 7 Positive: 5 

Very positive: 2 Very positive: 3 Very positive: 3 
N/A: 7 N/A: 5 N/A: 9 


113 


Table 8: Areas Needing Attention in Gifted Education (Part 1 


Please rate the degree of attention needed in each of the following Felg-r--Moy mel nic-te mre [Ucer-Ni(olaMiame)ae(-) mice) meliacciem-1e[U(or-lie)acy-1 avi (er1-) 
TAM Ae)U Las) c= Mm Cold ol- Mol ol lait 1m (@2C)) 


INEVatoyarsy 
raatelaerelcem ie) a 
gifted education 


Tater leksy(e)ameyi 
underrepresent 
ed students in 


Uravel tate mols Uravel tate miele Use of above- Mastery of Mastery of 
roliaxsxem-veLeler-UiColaMm (me) ceyi-x-x-J(o) are) grade level state | mathematics science among 
training in gifted | assessments among teachers | teachers of the 


gifted education (Yo [UCoretiteya) of the gifted at gifted at the 

(ee Bem (eo) WV) sto the elementary elementary level 

ethnicity, level 

disabled, ELL, 

rural) 
Alabama Most in Need Most in Need In Need Most in Need Neutral In Need Most in Need 
Alaska 
Arizona Most in Need Most in Need Most in Need In Need Neutral Neutral Most in Need 
Arkansas Most in Need Neutral Neutral In Need Neutral Neutral Most in Need 
California 
Colorado Most in Need Most in Need Most in Need Most in Need In Need In Need Most in Need 
Connecticut 
Delaware In Need In Need In Need Most in Need In Need In Need Most in Need 
D.C. In Need In Need In Need In Need In Need In Need Most in Need 
Florida Most in Need Neutral Neutral Neutral In Need In Need 
Georgia In Need Neutral In Need In Need In Need In Need In Need 
Hawaii In Need Most in Need Most in Need Most in Need In Need In Need Most in Need 
Idaho In Need Most in Need Most in Need In Need In Need Neutral Most in Need 
Illinois Most in Need Most in Need In Need Neutral In Need In Need Most in Need 
Indiana In Need In Need In Need Most in Need Most in Need Most in Need Most in Need 
lowa Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral 
Kansas Most in Need In Need In Need In Need In Need In Need Neutral 
Kentucky In Need In Need In Need In Need In Need In Need In Need 
Louisiana In Need Neutral In Need Neutral In Need In Need In Need 
Maine In Need Least in Need In Need In Need In Need In Need Most in Need 
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ed (c¥eKXeMeclKcMm Wale Me(-\e]q-t-Mo)mr-lncclalice)aMmal-y-ce(-co Mm lamer-Cera me) mtal-mce)iConu lave M-le-r-\oMeoy mel nic-rem-ye[UCer-NaColamiame)ae(:)mce)mellac-leoMm-te[U(er-lile)aMcy-1avi(er-1-) 
in your state to be optimal. (Q23) 


Inclusion of Uravel tale mm cols aUraveliate mols Use of above- Mastery of Mastery of National 
underrepresent | gifted education | professional grade level state | mathematics Yor (-Vaer-We- lai Celale) irclaerc\ccmcele 
ed students in training in gifted | assessments among teachers | teachers of the gifted education 
gifted education (Yo [UCor-titeya) of the gifted at gifted at the 
(ie Bem (eo) VA) sto the elementary elementary level 
ethnicity, level 
disabled, ELL, 
rural) 
Maryland In Need Most in Need In Need In Need Neutral Neutral Most in Need 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota Most in Need In Need In Need In Need Neutral In Need Most in Need 
Mississippi Most in Need Most in Need In Need Neutral Neutral Neutral In Need 
Missouri In Need Most in Need In Need In Need Neutral Neutral Most in Need 
Montana In Need Most in Need In Need In Need In Need In Need Most in Need 
Nebraska In Need Most in Need Most in Need Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral 
Nevada In Need In Need In Need In Need In Need In Need In Need 


New Hampshire 


New Jersey In Need In Need In Need In Need Neutral In Need Most in Need 
New Mexico 

New York 

North Carolina Most in Need In Need In Need Neutral Neutral Neutral In Need 
North Dakota 

Ohio 

Oklahoma Most in Need Neutral In Need In Need In Need In Need Neutral 
Oregon 

Pennsylvania Most in Need Most in Need Most in Need Most in Need In Need In Need In Need 
Rhode Island Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral In Need 
South Carolina Most in Need Most in Need In Need Neutral Neutral Neutral Most in Need 
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ed (c¥eKXeM ee LCcM Wale Me(s\e]q-t-Mo)mr-lncslalice)aMmal-y-ce(-coM lamer-Cerameymm tal-mco)l Cou lave M-le-r-\oMeoy mel nic-rem-ve[UCer-NaColamiame)ael(:)mce)mellac-leMm-le[U(er-lile)aMcy-1avi(ex-1-) 
in your state to be optimal. (Q23) 


Inclusion of Uraveliate mols Uravel tate mols Use of above- Mastery of Mastery of National 
underrepresent | gifted education | professional grade level state | mathematics Yor (-Vaver-Me-lnicelale) irclaerc\c-mcele 
ed students in training in gifted | assessments among teachers | teachers of the gifted education 


gifted education (Yo [UCoretitey a) of the gifted at gifted at the 
(ae Bam (eo) WV) sto the elementary elementary level 
ethnicity, level 

disabled, ELL, 

rural) 


South Dakota 


Tennessee In Need In Need In Need In Need In Need In Need In Need 
Texas In Need In Need In Need Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral 
Utah Most in Need In Need In Need In Need In Need In Need In Need 
rece In Need Most in Need Most in Need In Need Neutral Most in Need 
Washington Most in Need Most in Need In Need In Need In Need In Need Not in Need 
Wisconsin Most in Need Most in Need In Need Neutral In Need In Need In Need 
Wyoming In Need Most in Need Most in Need In Need Neutral Neutral Most in Need 
Summary Responses: 37 Responses: 37 Responses: 37 Responses: 36 Responses: 37 Responses: 37 Responses: 36 
Neutral: 2 Least in need: 1 Neutral: 4 Neutral: 11 Neutral: 15 Neutral: 14 Not In need: 1 
In need: 19 Neutral: 7 In need: 25 In need: 19 In need: 21 In need: 22 Neutral: 5 
Most in need: 16 In need: 12 Most in need: 8 Most in need: 6 Most in need: 1 Most in need: 1 In need: 11 
Most in need: 17 Most in need: 19 
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Table 9: Areas Needing Attention in Gifted Education (Part 2 


ed (c¥eKoXeMe-UKc Mm Male Me(-fe]q-t-Moyme-lnc-)al ice) aMmal-y-ce(-coM lam-r-Cera Moya tal-mco)iConuilave -Ue-r-\-Moy mel nic-tem-re[Ucer-NaColaMiame)ae(-)mce)mellac-\oMm-telU(er-lite)aMcy-l ai (ex-1-) 
in your state to be optimal. (Q23) 


Use of 
classroom! 


district 
assessments 
Luatslaxers a) 
measure above- 
grade level 


Graduate level 
coursework in 
gifted education 


Professional 
tect iale Mm cols 
general 

(Yo [UCoretiteya) 
teachers to 
provide 
gifted/talented 


Pre-service 
training at the 
Ulave(-laele-telereiccy 
level in gifted 
(Yo lULer-\areya) 


Program 
evaluation in 
gifted education 


Assessing 
FXer-Vol-danl (es 
growth in gifted 
students as a 
Y-Vorcleclicme] cele] e) 


a KrCealiale) 
standards for 
licensure! 


endorsement 


Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
D.C. 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
lowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 


Not in Need 


In Need 
In Need 


Not in Need 


In Need 

In Need 
Neutral 
Neutral 

In Need 
Most in Need 
Neutral 

In Need 
Neutral 
Neutral 

Not in Need 
In Need 
Most in Need 


Most in Need 


Most in Need 
In Need 


Most in Need 


In Need 
In Need 
Most in Need 
Neutral 
Most in Need 
Most in Need 
In Need 
Most in Need 
Neutral 
In Need 
In Need 
Most in Need 
Neutral 


instruction 


Most in Need 


Most in Need 
Neutral 


In Need 


In Need 
In Need 
In Need 
In Need 
Most in Need 
In Need 
Least in Need 
Neutral 
Neutral 
In Need 
In Need 
In Need 
Most in Need 


Most in Need 


Most in Need 
In Need 


Not in Need 


In Need 
In Need 


In Need 

In Need 

In Need 

In Need 
Most in Need 
Neutral 

Not in Need 
In Need 
Neutral 

Most in Need 


Least in Need 


Neutral 
Not in Need 


Not in Need 


In Need 
In Need 


Neutral 

In Need 
Neutral 

Not in Need 
Neutral 
Neutral 

Least in Need 
In Need 
Least in Need 
Least in Need 


Least in Need 


Neutral 
Not in Need 


Not in Need 


Most in Need 
In Need 
In Need 
Neutral 
In Need 
In Need 
Neutral 
Most in Need 
Neutral 
Least in Need 
In Need 
Neutral 
Least in Need 


mastery 


Most in Need 


In Need 
In Need 


In Need 


In Need 
In Need 


In Need 
In Need 
Most in Need 
In Need 
Most in Need 
Neutral 


In Need 


In Need 
In Need 
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ed (c¥eKoXeM ec lKcMm Wale Me(-\e]q-t-Mo)m-lncslalace)aMal-y-ce(-lo Mm lamer-Cera me) mtal-mco)l Cou lave m-Ue-r-\Meoy mel nic-tem-ve[Ucer-NalolaMiame)ae(:)mco)meliac-leoMm-te|U(er-lite)aMcy-laVi(ec-1-) 
in your state to be optimal. (Q23) 


Program Pre-service Professional Assessing a KrCealiale) Graduate level Use of 
CVFAIUE Na (ola mia) training at the itecliallale cole EYer-lolsVial(e standards for coursework in classroom! 
fofiacsxem-YelUrer-ui(olamm MUlate(-laele-Celer-uK:) general growth in gifted ] licensure/ gifted education | gjstrict 
level in gifted (Yo [UCoretitey a) students asa endorsement assessments 
(Yo [UCoretitey a) teachers to X=) of-Veclccme [got] e) that can 
provide measure above- 
ceTHiCcXoe-Ucvan cre | grade level 
instruction mastery 
Maryland Most in Need In Need Most in Need Most in Need Most in Need In Need In Need 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota In Need In Need In Need In Need In Need Neutral In Need 
Mississippi Neutral In Need Most in Need Neutral In Need In Need In Need 
Missouri Neutral In Need In Need In Need Not in Need Not in Need In Need 
Montana In Need Most in Need Most in Need Most in Need Most in Need Most in Need In Need 
Nebraska Neutral Most in Need Most in Need Most in Need Neutral Most in Need In Need 
Nevada In Need In Need Neutral In Need In Need Neutral 


New Hampshire 


New Jersey Most in Need Most in Need Most in Need In Need In Need In Need In Need 
New Mexico 

New York 

North Carolina Neutral In Need In Need Least in Need Not in Need Most in Need 
North Dakota 

Ohio 

Oklahoma In Need In Need In Need Neutral Neutral In Need In Need 
Oregon 

Pennsylvania Most in Need Most in Need Most in Need Most in Need Most in Need Most in Need Most in Need 
Rhode Island Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral 
South Carolina In Need In Need In Need In Need In Need In Need In Need 
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ed (c¥eK{eMeclKcM Wale Me(-\e]q-t-Mo)mr-lncclalace)aMmalsy-ce(-LoM lamer-Cera me) mtal-mcolConud lave w-Ue-r-\Moy mel nic-tem-re[Ucer-ilolamiame)ae(:)mco)meliac-lom-teU(er-lite)aMcy-1 avi (ex-1-) 
in your state to be optimal. (Q23) 


Program Pre-service Professional Assessing a Krlealiale) Graduate level Use of 
evaluation in training at the itecViallale cole EYer-lol-Vial(e standards for coursework in classroom! 
CoThiCctom-teleler-aColaMm Mulate(cigele-(e Uric general growth in gifted | licensure! gifted education | gjstrict 


level in gifted exolU(ersvi(o) a} students as a endorsement assessments 

education teachers to X=) of-Ve-ccme | cole] o) that can 
provide measure above- 
gifted/talented grade level 
instruction mastery 


South Dakota 


Tennessee In Need In Need In Need In Need Not in Need Not in Need In Need 
Texas In Need Neutral In Need In Need Neutral Not in Need In Need 

Utah In Need Most in Need In Need Most in Need Not in Need Not in Need In Need 
fiaiais In Need In Need In Need Neutral Neutral Neutral In Need 
Washington Most in Need Most in Need Most in Need Most in Need In Need In Need Most in Need 
Wisconsin Neutral Most in Need Most in Need Most in Need Not in Need Not in Need In Need 
Wyoming In Need In Need Most in Need Neutral Not in Need In Need In Need 
Summary Responses: 36 Responses: 37 Responses: 37 Responses: 36 Responses: 36 Responses: 37 Responses: 35 


Least in need: 0 Least in need: 0 Least in need: 1 Least in need: 0 Least in need: 5 Least in need: 3 Least in need: 0 


Not In need: 3 Not In need: 0 Not In need: 0 Not In need: 2 Not In need: 8 Not In need: 8 Not In need: 0 
Neutral: 11 Neutral: 5 Neutral: 4 Neutral: 8 Neutral: 10 Neutral: 8 Neutral: 3 
In need: 16 In need: 17 In need: 19 In need: 15 In need: 10 In need: 13 In need: 26 


Most in need: 6 Most in need: 15 Most in need: 13 Most in need: 11 Most in need: 3 Most in need: 5 Most in need: 6 
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Table 10: Areas Needing Attention in Gifted Education (Part 3 
Please rate the degree of attention needed in each of 
ival-mco)i Key iUlale m-la-r-tome)me|iiccxem-\olecer-li(ola mame) ce(-]mcele 
gifted education services in your state to be optimal. 


(oP) 
Curriculum that | State definition Use of 
differentiates of gifted alternative AV Viate\areldat-lar- lacy: Cwr-le-M lame | qcrelccs-) mal ct-Xe mo) mr-lacclalecolamiame)ce(-)amce)meliac-ye| 
state standards assessments (Yo [UCor-t ite) aMX-) aV/(ex-X-m CoM ole Me) oi init- lM TAM {elel mC t- wan (@2-)) 
Alabama In Need Least in Need Neutral 
Alaska 
Arizona Neutral Neutral Neutral More effective parent and family engagement. 
Arkansas In Need Least in Need Neutral While acceleration is a program option in our state, having a requirement for 


an acceleration policy that includes the input of licensed gifted and talented 
personnel would be far better. 


California The CDE does not collect the data necessary to determine the impact of 
forces affecting gifted education in California. 


Colorado Most in Need Not in Need Most in Need High level materials for professional development - resources that support 
educator effectiveness standards; resource & curriculum materials for 
classroom & school implementation. Currently, we make & adapt the best we 
can; publishers need to focus on quality and rigor for GT student curriculum; 
Ongoing weaving of educational needs of GT students into school/district 
/state initiatives; Removing barriers to acceleration; Consideration of 
alternative pathways to college & career outcomes, including credit by 
assessment and credit for high school courses taken in middle school; High 
level partnerships with families and community for collaboration towards 
post-secondary outcomes most beneficial to the student 


Connecticut 


Delaware In Need Neutral In Need Delaware is in need of a menu of providers of professional development 
aligned to Regulation 1572. This is causing the state university system and 
other institutions of higher education to rethink their role in providing 
professional learning for teachers of gifted students. 


D.C. In Need In Need In Need 
Florida 
Georgia Neutral Neutral In Need 
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Hawaii 


Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
lowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 


Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 


Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 

New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 


Please rate the degree of attention needed in each of 
ivalcmcoliKeyiUlale m-lcr-tome)me|iiccxem-lolecer-li(ola mame) ce(-lm cele 
gifted education services in your state to be optimal. 


(or) 


Curriculum that 
differentiates 
state standards 


Neutral 


In Need 
Neutral 
In Need 
Neutral 
In Need 
In Need 
Neutral 
In Need 


In Need 


In Need 


Neutral 
Neutral 
In Need 
Neutral 
Least in Need 


Most in Need 


State definition 
fo} mer ac=te| 


Not in Need 


Neutral 
Neutral 

In Need 
Neutral 

Least in Need 
Not in Need 
Least in Need 
Least in Need 


Not in Need 


Not in Need 


In Need 

Not in Need 
Least in Need 
Least in Need 


Least in Need 


In Need 


Use of 
alternative 
assessments 


Not in Need 


In Need 
Neutral 
Least in Need 
Neutral 
In Need 
In Need 
Least in Need 
In Need 


Most in Need 


In Need 


In Need 
In Need 
In Need 
In Need 
Least in Need 


In Need 


AV Viate\areldal-)ar- lacy: wr-le-M lame | qcrelick-) mal e\-Xe Moy mr-liccvale(elamiamelac(-lmmcolmelliccre 
education services to be optimal in your state? (Q24) 


Part of state-wide accountability system for schools. There should be 
indicators which measure how well schools are providing for their G/T 
population--including screening for identification. 


Areas covered in Q23. 


Guidance in providing quality services for gifted and talented students 


More support from administrators, research to demonstrate GT programs are 
effective, tools to use for program evaluation / 


Continued advocacy, parental involvement, district compliance, and a full 
mandate to identify and serve would be optimal. 
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New York 
North Carolina 


North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 


Rhode Island 


South Carolina 


South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 

Utah 


Vermont 
Virginia 


Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 


Wyoming 


Please rate the degree of attention needed in each of 
ivalcmcoli Key iUlale m-lacy-Cme)me|iic-xem-lolecer-li(ola mame) ce(-lm cele 
gifted education services in your state to be optimal. 


(or) 


Curriculum that | State definition UE Y-Mo) j 
differentiates fo} me ac-ve| Fliccygarclany(:y MV Viate\ are) dat-lar- lacy: w-le-M lame |qcr-lccs-) malst-Xe Moy mr-lacclalecolamiame)ae(-)amce)me lace 
state standards assessments (Yo [UCor-tite) a X=) avi (ex-X-m CoM ole Me) oli itit- Mla M{elel mesic tc wam (@2-)) 


In Need Least in Need Neutral Understanding of gifted education by administration at school and district 
level. Attention to gifted student growth and achievement federally 


In Need Neutral Neutral 


In Need Not in Need Not in Need Professional training on gifted education for school administrators and for 
general education teachers 

ead — Need Ne Funding for GT programs is one of the primary barriers to optimizing gifted 
education services in SC. Early (Pre-K, Kindergarten and First grade) efforts 
and talent development are also areas that need attention. 

In Need In Need In Need 

In Need Least in Need In Need Instructional strategies for G/T services for underrepresented students 

In Need Neutral In Need A state mandate to provide services for gifted students and the monitoring of 
the services provided. 

In Need Neutral In Need More research/info and nationally normed standardized assessments as they 
relate to identification and finding underrepresented groups. 

Most in Need Most in Need Most in Need 

In Need In Need In Need Training in gifted education for administrators. 

In Need Neutral In Need 


122 


Summary 


Please rate the degree of attention needed in each of 
ivalcmcoli Key iUlale m-lacr-me)me|iiccxem-lolecer-li(ola mame) ce(-lmcele 
gifted education services in your state to be optimal. 
(oZ-X)) 

Curriculum that | State definition UY) j 
differentiates fo} me acre | Flivcygarclany(:y 
state standards assessments 


Responses: 36 Responses: 36 Responses: 36 


Least in need: 1 Least in need: 11 Least in need: 3 


Not In need: 0 Not In need: 8 Not In need: 2 
Neutral: 10 Neutral: 11 Neutral: 8 
In need: 22 In need: 5 In need: 20 


Most in need: 3 Most in need: 1 Most in need: 3 


AV Viate\ are) dat-)ar- lacy: wr-la-M lame |qcrelccs-) malct-Xe Moy mr-licclale(olamiamelcc(-lmmcolmelliccre, 
(Yo [UCor-\ ite) aMY-) av/(ex-x-m CoM ol- Me) i itit- lM La MYAelUl me Cc t- wan (@Y2-)) 


Responses: 17 


123 


Table 11: State Gifted Education Advisory Committees 


State GT Advisory committee type [| Functions/activities of advisory committee (Q32) Written report within last three 


‘(oy eyyz 4) V(=y- 1a (OK C)) 

Advisory committee reporting Wi d(-wr- Vale We-\ever-\-.-m onli taele mt (O29) 
Cor aT-Lay als) komm (@Y4s30 10) 

Advisory member selection (Q31) 


Alabama Part of a state special education 
advisory committee 


Study issues impacting gifted students 


State superintendent/state board of 
education 


Other: Nominations are submitted 


Alaska 
Arizona None 
Arkansas Standing Study issues impacting gifted students Yes 
G Produce reports and/or data on gifted education in the state 
peal a UNE ETEdGCGOR Make recommendations about gifted student education to the Governor's Advisory Council 
peieacct Lesa ures mals governor Annual Report for 2014 at 
Gubernatorial appoints Recommend or provide input on law and policies http://bit.ly/LINZ2ma 
Include a membership representative of the state's business 
and educational communities 
California None 
Colorado Standing Study issues impacting gifted students Yes 
Stat FAC AHItate BG ar eh Produce reports and/or data on gifted education in the state 
Si pies eee ae ea Make recommendations about gifted student education to the 
moee: state board of education 
State board of education appointment Recommend or provide input on law and policies 
Disseminate information about gifted education throughout 
the state 
Include a membership representative of the state's business 
and educational communities 
Connecticut None 
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State GT Advisory committee type [| Functions/activities of advisory committee (Q32) Written report within last three 
‘(eyez 4) V(=¥- 1am (OK K)) 


Advisory committee reporting Title and access method (Q34) 
channels (Q28-Q30) 
Advisory member selection (Q31) 


Delaware Standing Study issues impacting gifted students Yes 
Produce reports and/or data on gifted education in the state 


State superintendentstate board of Make recommendations about gifted student education to the Delaware Guidebook for Gifted 


education state board of education Education 
Gifted education advisory committee Make recommendations about gifted student education to the http://Awww.doe.k12.de.us/domain 
selects own members governor [140 
Recommend or provide input on law and policies 
Disseminate information about gifted education throughout 
the state 
Include a membership representative of the state's business 
and educational communities 
D.C. None 
Florida Ad-hoc Study issues impacting gifted students No 


Recommend or provide input on law and policies 


Gino re Ure aor iandatie and Disseminate information about gifted education throughout 


Instructional Support 


the state 
Other: Volunteers apply to Gifted 
Specialist/Bureau of Standards and 
Instructional Support 
Georgia Standing Study issues impacting gifted students No 


Make recommendations about gifted student education to the 


State superintendent/state board of State boarder Gdueanon 


education Recommend or provide input on law and policies 
Other: Members of Georgia Disseminate information about gifted education throughout 
Association of Gifted Children the state 
Governance Board Include a membership representative of the state's business 
and educational communities 
Hawaii Ad-hoc Disseminate information about gifted education throughout No 


Other: G/T Program Manager the state 


Gifted education advisory committee 
selects own members 
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Idaho 


Illinois 


Indiana 


lowa 


Kansas 


Kentucky 


Louisiana 


Maine 


Maryland 


State GT Advisory committee type 


(Q26, Q27) 


Advisory committee reporting 
Cor aT-Lay als) komm (@Y4s30 © 10) 
Advisory member selection (Q31) 


None 


Standing 


State superintendent/state board of 
education 


State superintendent appointment 


None 


Part of a state special education 
advisory committee 


None 


Standing 


State superintendent/state board of 
education 


Gubernatorial appoints 
None 


Standing 

Not applicable 

Gifted education advisory committee 
selects own members 

Standing 


State superintendent/state board of 
education 


State superintendent appointment 


Functions/activities of advisory committee (Q32) 


Study issues impacting gifted students 

Make recommendations about gifted student education to the 
state board of education 

Recommend or provide input on law and policies 

Disseminate information about gifted education throughout 
the state 


Make recommendations about gifted student education to the 
state board of education 
Recommend or provide input on law and policies 


Disseminate information about gifted education throughout 
the state 


Study issues impacting gifted students’ 

Make recommendations about gifted student education to the 
state board of education 

Recommend or provide input on law and policies 

Disseminate information about gifted education throughout 
the state 


Written report within last three 


NV(=y- Veo (OK) 


Bi d(-w-Valebe-\erer-.-t-m ail -italele Mm (O79) 


No 


2013-2014 State Advisory Council 
for Gifted and Talented 
Education Report to KY Board of 
Education, archived on KBE 
webpage, email of report 


No 


No 
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Massachusetts 
Michigan 


Minnesota 


Mississippi 


Missouri 


Montana 
Nebraska 


Nevada 


New Hampshire 


New Jersey 


New Mexico 


State GT Advisory committee type 


(oy era) 
Advisory committee reporting 
Cor ate Lay ats) komm (@ P4530 © 10) 


Advisory member selection (Q31) 


Standing 


State superintendent/state board of 
education 


Members of stakeholder groups apply 


for open positions and the state 
specialist also has authority to 
make appointments. 


Ad-hoc 


State legislature appointment 


Standing 


State superintendent/state board of 
education 


State superintendent appointment 


None 


None 


None 


None 


Functions/activities of advisory committee (Q32) 


Study issues impacting gifted students 

Produce reports and/or data on gifted education in the state 

Recommend or provide input on law and policies 

Disseminate information about gifted education throughout 
the state 

Include a membership representative of the state's business 
and educational communities 


Make recommendations about gifted student education to the 
state board of education 


Study issues impacting gifted students 

Produce reports and/or data on gifted education in the state 

Make recommendations about gifted student education to the 
state board of education 

Disseminate information about gifted education throughout 
the state 


Written report within last three 


V(=¥- Veo (OK KC)) 


MMi d(-wr- Vale We-\erex-.-.-M ails talele Mm (O79) 


No 


No 


https://dese.mo.gov/gifted- 


advisory-council/annual-reports 
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State GT Advisory committee type 


(oy era) 
PN o Witte) aVmexe) i aniiic-t-M a=) ele) atlale| 
Cor aT-Lay als) komm (@Y4s30 © 10) 


Functions/activities of advisory committee (Q32) 


Written report within last three 
V(=¥- Veo (OK KC)) 
Wi d(-wr-Valeie-\ever-.-.-m ai l-itavele Mm (O79) 


New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 


Rhode Island 


South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 


Texas 


Advisory member selection (Q31) 


None 


None 


None 


Ad-hoc 


State superintendent/state board of 
education 


State legislature appointment 


State superintendent appointment 
None 
None 
None 


Standing 


State superintendent/state board of 
education 


State superintendent appointment 


Study issues impacting gifted students No 
Produce reports and/or data on gifted education in the state 
Make recommendations about gifted student education to the 
state board of education 
Recommend or provide input on law and policies 
Disseminate information about gifted education throughout 
the state 


Study issues impacting gifted students No 
Make recommendations about gifted student education to the 
state board of education 
Recommend or provide input on law and policies 
Disseminate information about gifted education throughout 
the state 
Include a membership representative of the state's business 
and educational communities 
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State GT Advisory committee type | Functions/activities of advisory committee (Q32) Written report within last three 
oe Q27) ears 
ateidareye mm (@K1-)) 


eporting 
chan nes = (920. 220) 
Advi ection ( 


Virginia Standing Study issues impacting gifted students Yes 
7 Produce ree and/or data oe ed education in the 
ere SE eS ace Boardal Make recommendations about gifted student eune atio es ae Yes: Educational Opportunities for 
gona state board of education Gifte d me dents at the High 
State board of education appointment Scho i vel; through the 
websi 
Washington Standing Study issues impactin cw ed students No 
State superintendent/state board of Recon mend 0 Gr provide DPUEO Tawiand ole 
education 


State superintendent appointment 


Wisconsin 


Wyoming None No 


Summary 


State GT Advisory committee type 
(Q26, Q27) 


Advisory committee reporting 
Cor aT-Vay als) komm (@ P4530 © 10) 
Advisory member selection (Q31) 


Responses: 40, 19, 13, 3, 1, 18 


No committee: 21 

Standing: 14 

Ad-hoc: 4 

Part of a state special education 
advisory committee: 2 


Governor: 1 

Legislature: 0 

State superintendent/state board of 
education: 13 

Not applicable: 1 

Other: 3 


Gubernatorial appoints: 2 

State legislature appointment: 2 

State superintendent appointment: 6 

State board of education 
appointment: 2 

Gifted education advisory committee 
selects own members: 3 

Other: 4 


Functions/activities of advisory committee (Q32) 


Responses: 18 


Study issues impacting gifted students: 14 

Produce reports and/or data on gifted education in the state: 
7 

Make recommendations about gifted student education to the 
state board of education: 11 

Make recommendations about gifted student education to the 
governor: 2 

Recommend or provide input on law and policies: 12 

Disseminate information about gifted education throughout 
the state: 12 

Include a membership representative of the state's business 
and educational communities: 6 


Written report within last three 
V(=¥- Veo (OC) 
Wi d(-w-Vale We-\erer-.-.-M ail -itaele m (O79) 


Responses: 18, 5 


Yes: 6 
No: 12 
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Table 12: Definition of Gifted and Talented Students 


State definition of GT (Q36) Areas of giftedness addressed Require LEAs to 
ori rcNi(o)a mG) oq Mmcolmel-yilaliateyam (Oi: em e@y-(0)) in state definition(s) (Q37) follow state 
rolsvitaitcey am (@t:))] 
Alabama Yes, in state rules and regulations Intellectually gifted Yes 
Academically gifted 
Alabama Administrative Code 290-8-9-.12(1) Creatively gifted 


http://www.alsde.edu/sec/ses/Policy/AAC%20Gifted%20Code_5-14-2009.pdf Low SES 
Culturally/ethnically diverse 


Gifted with a disability 


ESL/ELL 
Alaska 
Arizona Yes, in state statute Intellectually gifted Yes 
Academically gifted 
ARS 15-779 / (Title 15, Chapter 7 (Instruction), Article 4.1 (Gifted Education for Underachieving 
Gifted Children) Gifted with a disability 
http://www.azed.gov/qifted- ESL/ELL 
education/files/2012/10/arizonagiftededucationstatutesadministrativecode.pdf 
Arkansas Yes, in state rules and regulations Intellectually gifted Yes 
Creatively gifted 
p. 6, Standard 3.01 of the Gifted and Talented Program Approval Standards, Other: Task commitment, high 
Arkansas Department of Education, Revised 2009 / potential 
http://www.arkansased.gov/public/userfiles/Learning _Services/Gifted%20an 
d%20Talented/2009_GT Revised Program Approval Standards.pdf 
Standard 3.01 
http://www.arkansased.gov/public/userfiles/Learning Services/Gifted%20an 
d%20Talented/2009 GT Revised Program Approval Standards.pdf 
California No definition 
Colorado Yes, in state rules and regulations Intellectually gifted Yes 
Specific academic areas 
Statute: 22-20-202(11) / ECEA Regulations: 12.01(12) - Leadership 
http://www.cde.state.co.us/gt/lawsregs Performing/visual arts 
Creatively gifted 
Low SES 


Culturally/ethnically diverse 
Gifted with a disability 
ESL/ELL 

Psychomotor 
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Connecticut 


Delaware 


D.C. 
Florida 


Georgia 


Hawaii 


Idaho 


State definition of GT (Q36) 
fori rci(o)a Mme) od Mmcolmel-yilalia(eyam (Oi: em e@y-(0)) 


Yes, in state statute 


Connecticut General Statutes -- CGS Sec. 10-76d(a)(1); CGS Sec 10-76a(5) 
www.cga.ct.gov/current/pub/chap_164.htm#sec_10-76a 


Yes, in state rules and regulations 


Title 14, Delaware Code, 1975, 1993, 2012 
http://www.doe.k12.de.us/Page/430 


No definition 
Yes, in state statute 


Florida Rule 6A-6.03019 
https://www.flrules.org/gateway/ruleno.asp?id=6A-6.03019&Section=0 


Yes, in state rules and regulations 


Yes, in state rules and regulations 


Hawaii Revised Statutes, Act 281, SLH 2000 Relating to Gifted Children (see 
Reference (c) Hawaii Administrative Rule, Chapter 51) 

http://www. hawaiipublicschools.org/TeachingAndLearning/SpecializedProgra 
ms/GiftedandTalented/Pages/home.aspx 


Yes, in state statute 


Idaho Code 08.02.03.171 
https://www.sde.idaho.gov/site/gifted_talented/docs/Gifted%20and%20Talente 
d%20Rules%20and%20Reqgulations.padf 


Areas of giftedness addressed 
in state definition(s) (Q37) 


Intellectually gifted 
Academically gifted 
Specific academic areas 
Performing/visual arts 
Creatively gifted 

Highly or profoundly gifted 


Intellectually gifted 
Specific academic areas 
Leadership 
Performing/visual arts 
Creatively gifted 
Psychomotor 


Intellectually gifted 
Academically gifted 
Low SES 

ESL/ELL 


Intellectually gifted 
Academically gifted 
Creatively gifted 


Intellectually gifted 
Academically gifted 
Specific academic areas 
Leadership 
Performing/visual arts 
Psychomotor 


Intellectually gifted 
Academically gifted 
Specific academic areas 
Leadership 
Performing/visual arts 
Creatively gifted 


Require LEAs to 


follow state 


rolsvitaritcoyam (@ts))] 


Yes 


Yes 


No 
Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 
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Illinois 


Indiana 


lowa 


Kansas 


State definition of GT (Q36) 
fori rci(o)a Mme) od Mmcolmel-yilalid(eyam (Oi: em e@y-(0)) 


Yes, in state rules and regulations 


105 ILCS 5/14A-20 
http://www. ilga.gov/leqislation/ilcs/ilcs3.asp?ActID=1005&ChapterID=1 


Yes, in state statute 


IC 20-36 
http://www.doe.in.gov/sites/default/files/highability/indiana-code-high-ability- 
programs.pdf 


Yes, in state statute 


lowa Code 257.44 Gifted and talented children defined. 
http://search.legis.state.ia.us/NXT/gateway.dll/ar/iac/2810 education%20de 
partment%20 56281 _5d/_a_2810.xml?f=templates$fn=default.htm 


Yes: In state statute, and state rules and regulations 


K.S.A. 72-962(h) & K.A.R. 91-40-1(c) 
STATUTE - 


http://Awww.kslegislature.org/li_2014/b2013 14/statute/072 000 OO000 chapt 
er/072 009 0000 article/O72 009 0062 section/O72 009 0062 k/ 


REGULATION - http://www.kssos.org/pubs/KAR/2009/4%20091 91- 
Department%20o0f%20Education,%202009%20KAR%20Vo0I%204. pdf 


Areas of giftedness addressed 
in state definition(s) (Q37) 


Other: Children and youth with 
outstanding talent who perform 
or show the potential for 
performing at remarkable high 
levels of accomplishment when 
compared with other children 
and youth of their age, 
experience and environment. 


Intellectually gifted 
Academically gifted 
Specific academic areas 
Leadership 
Performing/visual arts 
Creatively gifted 


Intellectually gifted 
Specific academic areas 
Leadership 
Performing/visual arts 
Creatively gifted 


Intellectually gifted 


Require LEAs to 
follow state 


rolsvitaritcoyam (@sts)] 


Yes 


Yes 
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State definition of GT (Q36) Areas of giftedness addressed Require LEAs to 


fori rci(o)a Mme) od Mmcolmel-yilalia(eyam (Oi: em@y-(0)) in state definition(s) (Q37) follow state 
rolsvitaritcoyaMm (@ts))] 
Kentucky Yes, in state rules and regulations Intellectually gifted Yes 
Academically gifted 
704 KAR 3:285 Specific academic areas 
http://www.|Irc.state.ky.us/kar/704/003/285.htm Leadership 
Performing/visual arts 
Creatively gifted 
Low SES 


Underachieving 
Geographically isolated/rural 
Culturally/ethnically diverse 
Gifted with a disability 


ESL/ELL 
Louisiana Yes, in state rules and regulations Intellectually gifted Yes 
Academically gifted 
R. S. 17:1941 et seq. Performing/visual arts 
http://www.doa.louisiana.gov/esrlac/28v43/28v43.pdf Other: Talented Visual Arts, 
Talented Music, Talented 
Theatre 
Maine Yes, in state rules and regulations Intellectually gifted Yes 
Specific academic areas 
05-071 Maine Department of Education Rules Chapter 104 / 104.02 Performing/visual arts 
Definitions Creatively gifted 
http://www.maine.gov/sos/cec/rules/05/chaps05.htm 
Maryland Yes, in state rules and regulations Intellectually gifted Yes 


Academically gifted 
Specific academic areas 
Leadership 
Performing/visual arts 
Creatively gifted 

Low SES 
Culturally/ethnically diverse 


Massachusetts 
Michigan 
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Minnesota 


Mississippi 


Missouri 


Montana 


Nebraska 


Nevada 


New Hampshire 


State definition of GT (Q36) 
fori rchi(o)a Mme) od Mmcolmel-yilaliate)am (Oi: em e@y-(0)) 


Yes, other: Minnesota Automated Reporting Student System (MARSS) 


Yes, in state statute 


MS Code 37-23-171 through 181 


http://web.lexisnexis.com/research/xlink?app=00075&view=full&interface=1&d 
ocinfo=off&searchtype=get&search=Miss.+Code+Ann.+%A7+37-23-171 


Yes, in state statute 


Section 162.675. RSMo 
http://www.moga.mo.gov/mostatutes/stathtml/16200006751.html 


Yes, in state statute 


Montana Code Annotated - MCA - 20-7-901 / 
http://www.leg.mt.gov/bills/mca_toc/index.htm 


Yes, in state rules and regulations 


Nebraska Cod Section 79-1107 (3) 
http://www.education.ne.gov/LEGAL/webrulespdf/CLEAN3 _1998.pdf 


Yes, in state rules and regulations 


Nevada Administrative Code 388.043 


Areas of giftedness addressed 
in state definition(s) (Q37) 


Intellectually gifted 
Academically gifted 
Specific academic areas 
Leadership 
Performing/visual arts 
Creatively gifted 

Low SES 

Underachieving 
Geographically isolated/rural 
Culturally/ethnically diverse 
ESL/ELL 


Intellectually gifted 
Academically gifted 
Performing/visual arts 
Creatively gifted 


Intellectually gifted 
Academically gifted 
Performing/visual arts 


Other: "...children of outstanding 
abilities who are capable of high 
performance..." 


Intellectually gifted 
Academically gifted 
Performing/visual arts 
Creatively gifted 


Intellectually gifted 
Academically gifted 
Leadership 
Performing/visual arts 
Creatively gifted 

Other: Productive Thinking 


Require LEAs to 
follow state 


rolsvitaritcoyam (@sts)] 


Yes 


No 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 
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State definition of GT (Q36) Areas of giftedness addressed 
fori rchi(o)a mm ©) od Mmcolmel-yilalia(e)am (Oi: em e@y-(0)) in state definition(s) (Q37) 


Require LEAs to 
follow state 


rolsvitalitcoyam (@t:))] 


New Jersey Yes, in state rules and regulations Intellectually gifted Yes 
Academically gifted 
New Jersey Administrative Code: 6A:8-3.1(a)5i-iv 
http://www.state.nj.us/education/code/current/title6a/chap8.pdf 


New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina Yes, in state statute Intellectually gifted Yes 
Academically gifted 
Article 9B, NCGS 115C-150.05-.08 / Specific academic areas 
http://www.dpi.state.nc.us/aig/ Low SES 


Underachieving 

Geographically isolated/rural 

Culturally/ethnically diverse 

Other: In our SBE policies, gifted 
students who are twice- 
exceptional, highly gifted, and 
ESL/ELL are also included 


North Dakota 
Ohio 


Oklahoma Yes, in state rules and regulations Intellectually gifted Yes 
Specific academic areas 
Section 904. Education of Gifted and Talented Children Leadership 
http://www.oscn.net/applications/oscn/DeliverDocument.asp?CitelID=91282 Performing/visual arts 
Creatively gifted 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania Yes, in state rules and regulations Intellectually gifted Yes 
Academically gifted 
22Pa code 16.1 Definitions Specific academic areas 
A student who is exceptional under section 1371o0f the School Low SES 
Code(24P.S.Section 13-1371 )because the student meets the definition of Culturally/ethnically diverse 
"mentally gifted" in this section, and needs specially designed instruction Gifted with a disability 
beyond that required in Chapter4 (relating to academic standards and ESL/ELL 
assessment). 
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State definition of GT (Q36) Areas of giftedness addressed Require LEAs to 


fori rci(o)a Mme) oq Mmcolmel-yilalia(eyam (Oi: em @y-(0)) in state definition(s) (Q37) follow state 
rolsvitaritceyam (@sts))] 
Rhode Island Yes, in state rules and regulations Intellectually gifted 
Academically gifted 
http://www.ride.ri.gov/Portals/0/Uploads/Documents/Inside-RIDE/Laws- Performing/visual arts 
Regulations/Ed-Programs-Gifted-Talented- Creatively gifted 


Children.pdfhttp://www.ride.ri.gov/StudentsEamilies/EducationPrograms/Lear 
ningBeyondGradeLevel.aspx 


South Carolina Yes, in state rules and regulations Intellectually gifted Yes 
Academically gifted 
State Board of Education Regulation 43-220 Specific academic areas 
http://ed.sc.gov/agency/stateboard/documents/220.pdf Performing/visual arts 


Other: Gifted and talented 
students may be found within 
any racial, ethnic, or 
socioeconomic group; within any 
nationality; within both genders; 
and within populations with 
physical disabilities, learning 
disabilities, or behavioral 


problems. 
South Dakota 
Tennessee Yes, in state rules and regulations Intellectually gifted Yes 
Tennessee Rules & Regulations Chapter 0520-01-09-.02(11) 
http://share.tn.gov/sos/rules/0520/0520-01/0520-01-09.20140331.padf 
Texas Yes, in state rules and regulations Intellectually gifted Yes 
: Academically gifted 
Texas Education Code A§29.121 Specific academic areas 
http://www.statutes.legis.state.tx.us/Docs/ED/htm/ED.29.htm - D Leadership 
Creatively gifted 


Other: Subpopulations 
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State definition of GT (Q36) Areas of giftedness addressed Require LEAs to 
fori rchi(o)a mC) oq Mmcolmel-yilalid(e)am (Oi: em e@y-(0)) in state definition(s) (Q37) follow state 
rolsvitaritceyam (@ts))] 


Utah Yes, in state rules and regulations Intellectually gifted No 
Academically gifted 
Board Rule R277-701 Enhancement for Accelerated Students Program, Utah Specific academic areas 
Constitution Article X, Section 3, / Utah Code Section 53A-17a-165, Sections Other: Creative or productive 
3&5 thinking 
http://www.rules.utah.gov/publicat/code/r277/r277-701.htm and 
http://le.utah.gov/xcode/Title53A/Chapter1 7a/53A-17a-S165.html 


Virginia Yes, in state rules and regulations Intellectually gifted Yes 
Specific academic areas 
8VAC20-40-10 et. Sequence Performing/visual arts 
http://www.doe.virginia.gov/instruction/gifted ed/gifted_requlations.pdf Other: Students with giftedness in 
Career and Technical Aptitude 
(CTA) 
Washington Yes, in state rules and regulations Intellectually gifted No 
Specific academic areas 
Creatively gifted 
Other: Present within all protected 
classes 
Wisconsin Yes, in state statute Intellectually gifted Yes 
Specific academic areas 
Wisconsin Statute: s. 118.35, Wis. Stats / Administrative Rule 8.01(2)(t)2. Leadership 
http://cal.dpi.wi.gov/cal_gift-law Performing/visual arts 
Creatively gifted 
Low SES 
Culturally/ethnically diverse 
Gifted with a disability 
ESL/ELL 
Other: Race, gender 
Wyoming Yes, in state statute Academically gifted Yes 


21-9-101 sec. C subsection ii 


138 


State definition of GT (Q36) Areas of giftedness addressed Require LEAs to 
ori rci(o)a me) oq Mmcolmel-yilalia(e)am (Oi: em e@y-(0)) in state definition(s) (Q37) follow state 


rolsvitalitcoyam (@sts))] 


Summary Responses: 39, 35, 33 Responses: 37 Responses: 37 
No definition: 2 Intellectually gifted: 34 Yes: 30 
Yes, in state statute: 13 Academically gifted: 24 No: 7 
Yes, in state rules and regulations: 23 Specific academic areas: 20 
Yes, other (please specify): 1 Leadership: 13 


Performing/visual arts: 21 
Creatively gifted: 21 

Highly or profoundly gifted: 1 
Low SES: 9 

Underachieving: 4 
Geographically isolated/rural: 3 
Culturally/ethnically diverse: 8 
Gifted with a disability: 6 
ESL/ELL: 8 

Psychomotor: 3 

Other (please specify): 12 
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Table 13: Mandates for Identification and Gifted and Talented Services 


IW EVate tetas) 
for GT 


(oh 74) 


Areas in 
raarelane relic) 


(oR) 


Required services aligned 


Zita) oY=ter tel M-xelUlercla(olam (Ortop 


en) 


Alabama 


Alaska 


Arizona 


Arkansas 


California 
Colorado 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


No 
Yes 


Identification 
Services 


Identification 
Services 


Identification 
Services 


Identification 
Services 


PNG tare) gi avaco)mmart-laleric-m (@y-”4)) IV ETatereuccmielare(sre| 
Citation (Q45) (oki) 

State law specific to disabled and gifted education Mandate with 
Administrative rule partial funding 


State Department of Education policy 


Alabama Exceptional Child Education Act (Act 106) 
(Acts 1971, No. 106, p. 373, A813.)Section 16-39- 
2/ Alabama Administrative Code 290-8-9-.12 (2)- 


(6) 
State law specific to gifted education Mandate with no 
State law specific to disabled and gifted education funding 


Administrative rule 
SEA guidelines 


http://www.azed.gov/qgifted- 
education/files/2012/10/arizonagiftededucationstat 
utesadministrativecode.pdf 


State law specific to gifted education Mandate with 
partial funding 
Education Statute A§6-42-101 "It is the policy of this 
state to assist school districts in providing 
programs designed to meet the unique educational 
needs of gifted and talented children." 


State law specific to gifted education Mandate with 
State law specific to disabled and gifted education partial funding 
Administrative rule 

SEA guidelines 

State Department of Education policy 


22-20-201 - 22-20-206 


Child find 


Individual education plan for 


gifted students 


Non-discriminatory testing 


Mediation 
Due process 
Dispute resolution 


Free appropriate public 


education 


Non-discriminatory testing 


Due process 
Dispute resolution 


None required 


Individual education plan for 


gifted students 
Dispute resolution 
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Connecticut 


Delaware 


D.C. 
Florida 


Georgia 


Hawaii 


Mandate 
for GT 


(oh 72) 


Yes 


Yes 


No 
Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Areas in 
mandate 


(oR) 


Identification 


Identification 
Services 


Identification 
Services 


Identification 
Services 


Identification 
Services 


Authority for mandate (Q44) 
Citation (Q45) 


State law specific to disabled and gifted education 


www.cqa.ct.gov/current/pub/chap_164.htm#Sec_10- 
76d 


State Department of Education policy 


http://www.doe.k12.de.us/cms/lib09/DE01922744/Ce 
ntricity/Domain/140/902%20Final%200rder%20SE 
C%20and%20SBE.pdf 


State law specific to gifted education 
Administrative rule 
SEA guidelines 


https://www. flrules.org/gateway/ruleno.asp?id=6A- 
6.03019&Section=0 


State law specific to disabled and gifted education 
SEA guidelines 
State Department of Education policy 


Georgia State Law OCGA 120-2-152 / 
Board Policy 160-4-2.38 


State law specific to gifted education 
Administrative rule 

SEA guidelines 

State Department of Education policy 


State 


http://Awww.hawaiipublicschools.org/TeachingAndLea 
rning/SpecializedPrograms/GiftedandTalented/Paq 
es/home.aspx 


WEVaretc\ccmitiarelsye| 
(ort) 


Mandate with no 
funding 


Mandate with no 


funding 


Mandate with full 
funding 


Mandate with full 
funding 


Mandate with 
partial funding 


Required services aligned 
with special education (Q48, 


on) 


None required 


Free appropriate public 
education 

Least restrictive environment 

Non-discriminatory testing 


None required 


Free appropriate public 
education 

Individual education plan for 
gifted students 

Least restrictive environment 

Non-discriminatory testing 

Due process 

Dispute resolution 


Free appropriate public 

education 
Non-discriminatory testing 
Due process 


None required 
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Idaho 


Illinois 


Indiana 


lowa 


Kansas 


Mandate 
for GT 


(0h 74) 


Yes 


No 
Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Areas in 
raatelarerelccy 


(OR) 


Identification 
Services 


Identification 
Services 


Identification 
Services 


Identification 


NU tare) gi avaco)amait-lalercicom (@y-”4)) IV ETatereiccmielarelere| 


Citation (Q45) (Q46) 


Mandate with 
partial funding 


State law specific to gifted education 


https://www.sde.idaho.gov/site/gifted_talented/docs/ 
Gifted%20and%20Talented%20Rules%20and%20 


Regulations.pdf 


Mandate with 
partial funding 


State law specific to gifted education 


IC 20-36 
State law specific to gifted education Administrative Mandate with full 
rule funding 


Other: Program goals, objectives, and activities to 
meet the needs of gifted and talented children 


http://search.legis.state.ia.us/NXT/gateway.dll/ar/iac/ 
2810 education%20department%20_ _5b281 


5d/_a_2810.xml?f=templates$fn=default.htm and 
12.5(12) Provisions for gifted and talented students 


Mandate with 
partial funding 


State law specific to gifted education 


K.S.A. 72-966(a)(1)(2)(3) and K.S.A. 72-962(g) 


Required services aligned 
Widnes) oY=xertelM-xelUlerca(elam (@y-tem 


en) 


Free appropriate public 
education 


None required 
None required 


None required 


Free appropriate public 
education 

Child find 

Individual education plan for 
gifted students 

Non-discriminatory testing 

Mediation 

Due process 

Dispute resolution 

Related services 


Developmental, corrective, and 
supportive services that are 
required to assist an 
exceptional child to benefit 
from special education related 
services. 
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WM ETate Feuns) Areas in NU iare)gi avaco)mmait-lalercic-m (@y-”)) WM ETatericcmielale(-cemm Mac-xe(Ulla-em-t-Tatcet-tow- li (efar-te| 


for GT mandate Citation (Q45) ((oZ.T2)) with special education (Q48, 
(oh 74) (oh) Q49) 
Kentucky Yes Identification State law specific to gifted education Mandate with Individual education plan for 
Services partial funding gifted students 


KRS 157.200(1)(n) definition of “exceptional 
children"; KRS 157.224(1) commits the state to a 
comprehensive educational program for its 
exceptional school-aged children. KRS 157.230 
requires all school districts to operate programs for 
resident exceptional children, primary - grade 
twelve (12). This administrative regulation 
establishes the requirements for programs for 
gifted and talented students. 


Louisiana Yes Identification State law specific to disabled and gifted education Mandate with Free appropriate public 
Services partial funding education 
http://doa.louisiana.gov/osrlac/28v43/28v43.pdf and Child find 
Bulletin 1706, Subpart B: Regulations for Gifted Individual education plan for 
and Talented students gifted students 
(http://bese.louisiana.qov/documents- Non-discriminatory testing 
resources/policies-bulletins ) Mediation 


Due process 
Dispute resolution 
Related services 


Counseling and transportation 


Maine Yes Identification State law specific to gifted education Mandate with Free appropriate public 
Services Other: State Department of Education Rule partial funding education 
Child find 
www.maine.gov/sos/cec/rules/05/chaps05.htm Least restrictive environment 
Non-discriminatory testing 
Mediation 


Due process 
Dispute resolution 
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Mandate 
for GT 


(oh) 
Maryland Yes 


Massachusetts 
Michigan 

Minnesota Yes 
Mississippi Yes 
Missouri No 
Montana Yes 


Areas in 
raatelarerelccy 


(OR) 


Identification 
Services 


Identification 


Identification 
Services 


Identification 
Services 


NU tare) gi avaco)amait-lalercicom (@y-”4)) IM ETater-iccmielare (stem Mmac-xe(Ulla-lem-t-at(e(-tow- li (efay-te| 

forretelan (0!) (oY) with special education (Q48, 
Q49) 

State law specific to gifted education Mandate withno None required 

State Department of Education policy funding 

AS 8-202. / 


https://govt.westlaw.com/mdc/Document/N030411 

40A7E111DBB5DDAC3692B918BC ?originationCo 
ntext=document&transitionType=StatuteNavigator 

&needTolnjectlerms=False&viewType=FullText&c 
ontextData=%28sc.Default%29 / / A§ 8-203. 


State law specific to gifted education Mandate with Free appropriate public 
Other: School districts must adopt guidelines for partial funding education 

assessing and identifying students for participation 

in gifted and talented programs. 


120B.15 GIFTED AND TALENTED STUDENTS 
PROGRAMS / 


https://www.revisor.leg.state.mn.us/statutes/?id=12 
0B.15 


State law specific to gifted education Mandate with Non-discriminatory testing 
SEA guidelines partial funding 
State Department of Education policy 


http://web.lexisnexis.com/research/xlink?app=00075 
&view=full&interface=1&docinfo=off&searchtype=q 
et&search=Miss.+Code+Ann.+%A7/+37-23-171 


None required 


Administrative rule Mandate withno None required 
funding 
Administrative Rules of Montana - ARM - 10.55.804 


144 


WM ETate Feuns) Areas in NU iare)gi avaco)mmait-lalercic-m (@y-”)) WMETater-iccmielate(-celm Mm ac-xe(Ulla-em-t-)atce(-tow- li (efay-te| 


for GT mandate Citation (Q45) (of) with special education (Q48, 
(oh 74) (oh) Q49) 
Nebraska Yes Identification State law specific to gifted education Mandate with None required 
Other: Section 79-1108 partial funding 


http://www.education.ne.gov/LEGAL/webrulespdf/CL 
EAN3 1998.pdf 


Nevada Yes Identification State law specific to disabled and gifted education Mandate with None required 
Services partial funding 
Nevada Administrative Code 


New Hampshire 


New Jersey Yes Identification Administrative rule Mandate with no Free appropriate public 
Services State Department of Education policy funding education 
Non-discriminatory testing 


New Jersey Administrative Code (SUBCHAPTER 3. 
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE CORE 
CURRICULUM CONTENT STANDARDS) / 6A:8- 
3.1(a)5 (Curriculum and instruction) / 


New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina Yes Identification State law specific to gifted education Mandate with Free appropriate public 
Services Other: State law also supported by State Board of partial funding education 
Education policy Child find 
Individual education plan for 
http:/Awww.ncga.state.nc.us/EnactedLegislation/Stat gifted students 
utes/HTML/ByArticle/Chapter_115C/Article 9B.ht Due process 
ml Dispute resolution 


North Dakota 
Ohio 


Oklahoma Yes Identification State law specific to gifted education Mandate with full Due process 
Services funding Dispute resolution 
Chapter 20 - Gifted and Talented Children 
Section 1210.301 - Definitions 


Oregon 
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Pennsylvania 


Rhode Island 


South Carolina 


South Dakota 


Tennessee 


Mandate 
for GT 


(oh 74) 


Yes 


No 


Yes 


No 
Yes 


Areas in 
raatelarerelncy 


(Q43) 


Identification 
Services 


Identification 
Services 


Identification 
Services 


WW EVatetc\ecmitiarelsye| 
(ort) 


Authority for mandate (Q44) 


forieclifeyam (@y-c)) 


Mandate with no 
funding 


State law specific to gifted education 


16.2 Purpose / chapter specifies how the 
Commonwealth will meet its obligations to 
suspected and identified gifted students who 
require gifted education to reach their potential. It 
is the intent of the Board that gifted students be 
provided with quality gifted education services and 


programs. 

State law specific to gifted education Mandate with no 
funding 

RI General Law 16-42 

State law specific to gifted education Mandate with 


SEA guidelines 
State Department of Education policy 


partial funding 


SC Code of Laws 59-29-170 / 
http://www.scstatehouse.gov/code/t59c029.php 


Mandate with 
partial funding 


Other: Tennessee Code Annotated, Section 49-10- 
102(1)(B) 


Tennessee Code Annotated, Section 49-10- 
102(1)(B) 


Required services aligned 
Vida) eY=cer tel m-xelU(ercafeyam (@y-tem 


en) 


Child find 

Individual education plan for 
gifted students 

Non-discriminatory testing 

Mediation 

Due process 

Dispute resolution 


None required 


Free appropriate public 
education 


Free appropriate public 
education 

Child find 

Individual education plan for 
gifted students 

Least restrictive environment 

Non-discriminatory testing 

Mediation 

Due process 

Dispute resolution 

Related services 


Students found eligible as 
intellectually gifted have 
access to the special and 
related services deemed 
necessary by the IEP team. 
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WM ETate Feuns) Areas in NU iare)gi avaco)mmait-lalercic-m (@y-”)) WMETater-iccmielale(-cem Mmac-xe(Ulla-lem-t-)atce(-tow- li (efay-te| 
for GT mandate Citation (Q45) (of) with special education (Q48, 
(oh 74) (oh) Q49) 


Texas Yes Identification State law specific to gifted education 
Services Administrative rule 
State Department of Education policy 
Other: Texas State Plan for the Education of 
Gifted/Talented Students 


Mandate with Free appropriate public 
partial funding education 
Non-discriminatory testing 


http://ritter.tea.state.tx.us/rules/tac/chapter089/ch089 
a.html The State Plan provides requirements for 
and guidance to districts as they meet the unique 
needs of the gifted/talented population in Texas. 
http://tea.texas.gov/WorkArea/linkit.aspx?Linkidentif 
ier=id&ltem|ID=2147507377&libID=2147507368 


Utah No None required 
Vermont 
Virginia Yes Identification State law specific to gifted education Mandate with Non-discriminatory testing 
Services partial funding 
http://leq1.state.va.us/cgi- 
bin/leqo504.exe?000+cod+22.1-253.13C1 (scroll 
to Item D.6) 
Washington Yes Identification Other: Washington State law (RCW) on basic Free appropriate public 
Services education requirements education 
Non-discriminatory testing 
Dispute resolution 
West Virginia 


: 
: 
= 
1 
a 
1 
iH 
a 
i 
a 
H 
: 
H 
/ 
Ht 
/ 
i 
Ht 
tt 


Wisconsin Yes Identification State law specific to gifted education Administrative Mandate with Free appropriate public 
Services rule partial funding education 
SEA guidelines Child find 


State Department of Education policy Least restrictive environment 


Non-discriminatory testing 
Mediation 

Due process 

Dispute resolution 
Related services 


Wisconsin Statute: s. 118.35, Wis. Stats / 
Administrative Rule 8.01(2)(t)2. 


Education for Employment 
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MM ETate Feuns) Areas in NU tare) gi avmcolamait-lalercicom (@y-74)) WV ETater-iccmielate(-cemm Mac-xe(Ulla-em-t-DaMcer-iow- li (efar-te| 


for GT mandate Citation (Q45) ((oZ.T2)) with special education (Q48, 
(oh) (oh <)) Q49) 
Wyoming No None required 
Summary Responses: Responses: Responses: 31, 31 Responses: 32 Responses: 31, 33 
40 40 
Not specified: 0 Mandated with : ; 
Yes: 32 Identification: —_ State law specific to gifted education: 23 full funding: 4 Free appropriate public 
No: 8 32 State law specific to disabled and gifted education: 7 Mandated with an ene te 
Services: 28 Administrati le: 10 partial funding Chi ind: 8 
tS He) NE hes 20 Individual education plan for 
SEA guidelines: 8 NMandarae with gifted students: 9 
State Department of Education policy: 11 no funding: 8 Least restrictive environment: 5 
Other: 7 Non-discriminatory testing: 16 
Mediation: 7 


Due process: 12 
Dispute resolution: 13 
Related services: 4 
None required: 15 
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Table 14: Requirements for Identification 
Require Require specific criteria/ methods to 


Tate [(or-1ke) coma sxe (Vil a-te Mm co)m(e(-valaiavdlale Mm (@los))] Percent of LEAs that 


parent Teva tv (©1274) identify GT (Q54) 
Tantce) edits 
in GT 
decisions 
(os) 
Alabama No Yes, determined at the state level Indicators are not specified 100% 
Yes, determined at the local level IQ scores 
Other: Enrichment Model Programs Multiple criteria model 


determine criteria with state approval Behaviors/characteristics data 
Performance/portfolio 


Alaska 
Arizona Yes Yes, determined at the state level IQ scores 100% of district LEAs. 
Yes, determined at the local level Range of state-approved assessments from which Charter LEAs are 
Other: ARS 15-779.02, A., 1. Provide LEAs may select not required to 
for routine screening for gifted pupils Other: LEAs may go beyond minimum 'safety-net' adhere to the state's 
using one or more tests adopted by identification criteria. See ARS 15-779.02 A.1. gifted education 
the state board "...School districts may identify any number of pupils mandate. However, 
as gifted but shall identify as gifted at least those many charters have 
pupils who score at or above the ninety-seventh chosen to provide 
percentile, based on national norms, on a test for identification and 
adopted by the state board of education." services. 
Arkansas Yes Yes, determined at the local level Achievement data 100% 
Other: State standards have general Nominations/ referrals 
requirements for criteria used in Multiple criteria model 
identification, but local LEAs have Behaviors/characteristics data 
flexibility within the requirements. Performance/portfolio 
California No No The CDE does not 
require LEAs to 
report this data. 
Colorado Yes Yes, determined at the state level IQ scores 100% 
Achievement data 
Nominations/ referrals 
Multiple criteria model 
Behaviors/characteristics data 
Performance/portfolio 
Range of state-approved assessments from which 
LEAs may select 
Connecticut Yes No 100% 
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Delaware 


D.C. 
Florida 


Georgia 


Hawaii 


Idaho 


Illinois 


Indiana 


lowa 


Kansas 


Require 
parent 

ance) WAcdanteval’ 
in GT 
decisions 


(Q51) 


Yes 


No 
Yes 


No 


Yes 


Yes 
No 


No 


No 
Yes 


Require specific criteria) methods to 
identify (Q52) 


Yes, determined at the local level 


No 


Yes, determined at the state level 
Yes, determined at the local level 


Yes, determined at the state level 


Other: Recommendations are given, but 
not mandated 


No 


Other: If there is funding identification is 
required by scoring in the top 5% 
locally in the aptitude of math or 
language arts. 


Yes, determined at the local level 


Yes, determined at the local level 
Yes, determined at the local level 


Tate [(or-1Xe) coma sXe (Vila-te me) m(e(-Valaiavalale Mm (@los))] 


Other: Multiple means for identifying students for 
services. 


IQ scores 

Nominations/ referrals 

Range of state-approved assessments from which 
LEAs may select 

Other: Plan B is left to districts for qualifying students 


IQ scores 

Achievement data 

Multiple criteria model 

Range of state-approved assessments from which 
LEAs may select 


Indicators are not specified 


Other: No requirements 


Indicators are not specified 
Multiple criteria model 
Other: Locally determined 


Multiple criteria model 
Indicators are not specified 


Percent of LEAs that 
identify GT (Q54) 


70% 


100% 


100% 


60% 


Unknown. Because 
there is no funding 
for gifted, we do not 
collect data. 


99.70% 


100% 


100% as required by 
state statute and 
regulation 
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Tate [(or-1Xe) coma sXe (Vila-te me) m(e(-Valaiavalale Mm (@los))] Percent of LEAs that 
identify GT (Q54) 


Require Require specific criteria) methods to 
parent identify (Q52) 
involvement 


in GT 
decisions 


(Q51) 


Kentucky Yes Yes, determined at the state level IQ scores 16% 
Achievement data 
Nominations/ referrals 
Multiple criteria model 
Behaviors/characteristics data 
Performance/portfolio 


Louisiana Yes Yes, determined at the state level IQ scores 100% of the public 
Achievement data schools and 45% of 
Nominations/ referrals the charter schools 


Multiple criteria model 

Performance/portfolio 

Range of state-approved assessments from which 
LEAs may select 


Maine No Yes, determined at the local level Multiple criteria model 78% 
Other: A minimum of three identification tools is 
required one of which must be objective when 
identifying students in the academic areas. 


Maryland No Yes, determined at the local level Indicators are not specified 100% 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota No No Other: State statute 120B.15 requires all school 
Other: State statute provides guidance districts to adopt guidelines for assessing and 
on identification procedure identifying students for participation in gifted and 
talented programs. State provides specific guidance 
on what the procedure should include. 
Mississippi Yes Yes, determined at the state level IQ scores 100% 
Nominations/ referrals 
Multiple criteria model 
Range of state-approved assessments from which 
LEAs may select 
Missouri No Other: Yes, state established minimum Multiple criteria model 37% 


placement criteria but local can 
establish higher criteria 
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Require LSX-Xe [Ul] com) oL-Led i (emer aiccvar-Vmiitcltarelet-w Comm Wm lalel(er-lcole-ma-velUIle-vom cola (e(-Valiavlaye Mm (@Lo%<)) Percent of LEAs that 


parent identify (Q52) identify GT (Q54) 
involvement 
Ten 
fo (<Yor -V (0) ahs 
(Q51) 
Montana No Yes, determined at the local level Indicators are not specified Unknown. Local 
control. No 


statewide data 
collection that is 
universally adhered 


to. 
Nebraska No No 100% 
Nevada Yes Yes, determined at the state level IQ scores 80% 


Yes, determined at the local level Achievement data 


New Hampshire 


New Jersey No Yes, determined at the local level Indicators are not specified We do not have this 
Other: Administrative Code requires districts to use data. The 
multiple measures in the identification of gifted assumption is 100%, 
students. The types of indicators that are used are given it is a Code 


up to the discretion of the district requirement 


New Mexico 
New York 


North Carolina Yes Yes, determined at the local level Nominations/ referrals 100% 
Multiple criteria model 
LEA determined; must align with State Board of 
Education policy, NC AlG Program Standards 


North Dakota 


Ohio 
Oklahoma Yes Yes, determined at the local level Nominations/ referrals 100% 
Range of state-approved assessment from which 
LEAS may choose 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania Yes Yes, determined at the local level IQ scores 100% 


Achievement data 
Multiple criteria model 
Other: Rates of acquisition and retention 
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Require SX-Xe [Ulf come) oL-Ler i (emen ai ccVar-Vmiitcltareler-w Comm Wm lalel(er-lcole-ma-ve (UII e-vom co) mm (e(-Valiavlale Mm (@Lo%<)) Percent of LEAs that 
parent identify (Q52) identify GT (Q54) 
involvement 


in GT 
decisions 


(Q51) 


Rhode Island No Yes, determined at the local level Multiple criteria model Data not collected 


South Carolina No Yes, determined at the state level Achievement data 100% 
Multiple criteria model 
Range of state-approved assessments from which 
LEAs may select 
Other: We also provide a State Performance Task 
Assessment for dimension C with grades 2-5. 


South Dakota 


Tennessee Yes Yes, determined at the state level IQ scores 
Achievement data 
Other: Creativity/characteristics of gifted 


Texas Yes Yes, determined at the local level Achievement data 85% 
Nominations/ referrals 
Multiple criteria model 
Behaviors/characteristics data 
Performance/portfolio 


Utah No No 96% of LEA's identify 
Other: LEA's shall have a process for GT students. 
identifying students whose academic 
achievement is accelerated based 
upon multiple assessments. 


Vermont 


Virginia Yes Yes, determined at the local level IQ scores 100% 
Achievement data 
Nominations/ referrals 
Multiple criteria model 
Behaviors/characteristics data 
Performance/portfolio 
Range of state-approved assessments from which 
LEAs may select 


153 


Require SX-Xe [Ulf cemy oL-Led i (emer ai ccvarcVmiitcltareler-w Comm Wm lalel(er-lcole-ma-ve(Uile-lom co) m(e(-Valiiavlale Mm (Opes) Percent of LEAs that 
parent identify (Q52) identify GT (Q54) 
involvement 
in GT 
decisions 
(ok) 

67% 


Washington Yes Yes, determined at the state level IQ scores 
Achievement data 
vate referrals 


i. 


criteria model 


Wisconsin Yes Yes, determined at the local level arevenenaen data Data not available. 
Nominations/ referrals 
Multiple criteria model 
Behaviors/characteristics data 
Performance/portfolio 


West Virginia 


_ 


Wyoming No Yes, determined at the local level Indicators are not specified 6% 
Summary Responses: Responses: 36 Responses: 33 Responses: 35 
39 
Yes, determined at the state level: 12 Indicators are not specified: 8 
Yes: 21 Yes, determined at the local level: 21 IQ scores: 13 
No: 18 No: 7 Achievement data: 13 
Other (please specify): 8 Nominations/ referrals: 12 


Multiple criteria model: 19 

Behaviors/characteristics data: 7 

Performance/portfolio: 8 

Range of state-approved assessments from which 
LEAs may select: 9 

Other (please specify): 12 
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Table 15: Requirements for Identification (continued) 


State mandate for time of ID (Q55) When students are usually identified State provides | LEAs required to use same 
Prompts for required ID (Q56) ‘(eLy4) (o[Uiter-Valex- Moya] | Do) Korer-t-1- (@)=}:)) 
ID process If not, why not? (Q60) 
(oSt:)) 
Alabama Time not mandated At multiple points in K-12 Yes No 
When students transfer from out of state 
Following parent referral Other: Approved by state to 
Following teacher referral identify students for 
Following student referral Enrichment Model Program 
When taking other assessments approved instead only identifying gifted. 


for GT identification 


Alaska 
Arizona Time Mandated Yes No 
At multiple points in K-12 Other: Minimum criteria are 
When students transfer from out of state outlined in statute. However, 
When students transfer from in state LEAs may design criteria that 
Following parent referral best meet local needs and 
Following teacher referral context - so long as the 
Following student referral criteria are equitable, 
When taking other assessments defensible and submitted for 
approved for GT identification approval within their Scope 
Other: Identification is required for all and Sequence for Gifted 
grades K-12. Education Programs. 
Arkansas Time not mandated Following parent referral Yes Yes 
Following teacher referral 
Following student referral 
Other: Students can be identified for 
services as soon as they enter school 
and at any time until graduation. In the 
early grades all students receive 
enrichment through a program of long- 
term observation for identification. 
California Time not mandated Other: The CDE does not collect this data. Yes No 


No state policy 
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State mandate for time of ID (Q55) 
Aceyii) Lem cel macstelelic=xem | Pt (@l=1s))] 


When students are usually identified 


(Q57) 


State provides 
guidance on 
ID process 


LEAs required to use same 
| Do} Koter-K-1-9 (@)=}-)) 


imate anya are) wan (@l<1¢)) 


Colorado 


Connecticut 


Delaware 


D.C. 


Florida 


Time Mandated 


All students screened in elementary 
school (one time only) 

Entering middle school 

At multiple points in K-12 

Following parent referral 

Following teacher referral 

Following student referral 

When taking other assessments 
approved for GT identification 

Kindergarten or early entrance screening 


Time not mandated 


Time not mandated 


Time not mandated 


Time not mandated 


At multiple points in K-12 

Following parent referral 

Following teacher referral 

When taking other assessments approved 
for GT identification 


All students screened in elementary 
school (one time only) 
At multiple points in K-12 


At multiple points in K-12 

When students transfer from out of state 

When students transfer from in state 

Following parent referral 

Following teacher referral 

Following student referral 

When taking other assessments approved 
for GT identification 


(Q58) 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


Yes 


No 


Other: The response to Q. 50 
is yes and no. The rules 
12.02(2)(c) require specific 
identification procedures, 
however they are not limiting 
and districts may add-to or 
enhance. CO also has (new) 
statute and regulation 
provisions that require 
portability of identification 
throughout the state. 


No 
State policy leaves 


identification process to the 
LEA 


No 
State policy leaves 


identification process to the 
LEA 


No 


No state policy 
No 
State policy leaves 


identification process to the 
LEA 
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Georgia 


Hawaii 


Idaho 


Illinois 


Indiana 


State mandate for time of ID (Q55) 
eAceyii) Lem celm acto lel ic-xem | Pt (@l=1s))] 


Time not mandated 


Time not mandated 


Time not mandated 


Time not mandated 


Time not mandated 


When students are usually identified 


(Q57) 


Entering middle school 

Entering high school 

At multiple points in K-12 

When students transfer from out of state 

When students transfer from in state 

Following parent referral 

Following teacher referral 

Following student referral 

When taking other assessments approved 
for GT identification 

Kindergarten or early entrance screening 


At multiple points in K-12 

Following parent referral 

Following teacher referral 

Following student referral 

When taking other assessments approved 
for GT identification 


At multiple points in K-12 


Other: It is up to the school district. 


Kindergarten or early entrance screening 
Other: Locally determined 


State provides 
fo[UiCer-lale- Me) a] 
ID process 


(Q58) 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


Yes 


LEAs required to use same 
| Do) Koter-K-1- (@)=}-)) 


Lim alelem anya ave) wan (@l<1¢)) 


Yes 


No 


Other: Hawaii is one SEA, one 
LEA. The identification 
process is suggested to 
schools, not mandated. 


No 
State policy leaves 


identification process to the 
LEA 


No 
State policy leaves 


identification process to the 
LEA 


No 
State policy leaves 


identification process to the 
LEA 
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State mandate for time of ID (Q55) 
eAceyii) Lem cel masie lel ic-xem | Pt (@l=1*))] 


When students are usually identified 


(Q57) 


State provides 
guidance on 
ID process 


(Q58) 


LEAs required to use same 
| Do) Keter-X-1- (@)=}:)) 


him alolem anya are) wan (@l<1¢)) 


lowa 


Kansas 


Kentucky 


Louisiana 


Maine 


Time not mandated 


Time not mandated 


Time Mandated 


At multiple points in K-12 
Time Mandated 


At multiple points in K-12 

Following parent referral 

Following teacher referral 

Kindergarten or early entrance screening 


Time Mandated 


All students screened in elementary 
school (one time only) 

When students transfer from out of state 

When students transfer from in state 

Other: Schools are required to identify 
once at the elementary level but are 
encouraged to screen students at the 
elementary, middle and high school 
levels. 


All students screened in elementary Yes 
school (one time only) 

Entering middle school 

Entering high school 

When students transfer from out of state 

When students transfer from in state 

Following parent referral 

Following teacher referral 

Following student referral 

Other: Anytime a student's educational 
abilities and needs are beyond those 
provided by the regular school program. 


Following parent referral Yes 
Following teacher referral 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


No 
State policy leaves 


identification process to the 
LEA 


No 


State policy leaves 
identification process to the 
LEA 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 
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State mandate for time of ID (Q55) When students are usually identified State provides | LEAs required to use same 
Prompts for required ID (Q56) (oY) guidance on TD ey coxer:t-3-0 (©)3:)) 


ID process Tim aColemyanvmatey eal (@ls1!)) 
(okt) 


Maryland Time not mandated At multiple points in K-12 No 


State policy leaves 
identification process to the 


LEA 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota Time not mandated At multiple points in K-12 Yes No 
When students transfer from out of state 
When students transfer from in state State policy leaves 
Following parent referral identification process to the 
Following teacher referral LEA 
Following student referral 
When taking other assessments approved 
for GT identification 
Kindergarten or early entrance screening 
Mississippi Time not mandated All students screened in elementary Yes Yes 
school (one time only) 
Following parent referral 
Following teacher referral 
Following student referral 
Missouri Time not mandated At multiple points in K-12 Yes No 
When students transfer from out of state 
Following parent referral State policy leaves 
Following teacher referral identification process to the 
When taking other assessments approved LEA 
for GT identification 
Montana Time not mandated Other: Local control though participating Yes No 
districts tend to target grades 3-4 as 
entry points Other: Local control 
Nebraska Time not mandated At multiple points in K-12 Yes No 


Other: Nebraska is a local 
control state. 
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State mandate for time of ID (Q55) When students are usually identified State provides | LEAs required to use same 
Prompts for required ID (Q56) (OLY) guidance on TD ey coxer--3-0 (0)-3:)) 


ID process Timatey OMAN Yaate) wa (©1510)) 
(okt:)) 


Nevada Time not mandated Following teacher referral No Yes 
Following parent referral 


New Hampshire 


New Jersey Time Mandated Yes No 
At multiple points in K-12 State policy leaves 
identification process to the 
LEA 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina Time not mandated At multiple points in K-12 Yes No 
When students transfer from out of state 
When students transfer from in state State policy leaves 
Following parent referral identification process to the 
Following teacher referral LEA 


Following student referral 
Kindergarten or early entrance screening 


North Dakota 
Ohio 


Oklahoma Time not mandated At multiple points in K-12 Yes Yes 
Following parent referral 
Following teacher referral 
Following student referral 


Oregon 

Pennsylvania Time Mandated Yes No 
At multiple points in K-12 State policy leaves 
When students transfer from out of state identification process to the 
When students transfer from in state LEA 


Following parent referral 
Following teacher referral 
Following student referral 
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State mandate for time of ID (Q55) When students are usually identified State provides | LEAs required to use same 
Prompts for required ID (Q56) (O79) guidance on Te ey coxer:-3-0 (0)3:)) 


ID process Tim aColemanvamatey eal (@ls1!)) 
(okt) 


Rhode Island Time not mandated Yes No 


State policy leaves 
identification process to the 
LEA 


South Carolina Time not mandated All students screened in elementary Yes Yes 

school (one time only) 

Entering middle school 

At multiple points in K-12 

When students transfer from out of state 

Following parent referral 

Following teacher referral 

Following student referral 

Other: Local districts also may screen 
students each year and they may be 
referred at any time. 


South Dakota 


Tennessee Time not mandated At multiple points in K-12 Yes Yes 
Following parent referral 
Following teacher referral 
When taking other assessments 
approved for GT identification 


Texas Time not mandated All students screened in elementary Yes No 
school (one time only) 
At multiple points in K-12 State policy leaves 
When students transfer from out of state identification process to the 
When students transfer from in state LEA 
Following parent referral 
Following teacher referral 
Following student referral 
Kindergarten or early entrance screening 


Utah Time not mandated Yes No 


No state policy 
Vermont 
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State mandate for time of ID (Q55) When students are usually identified State provides | LEAs required to use same 
Prompts for required ID (Q56) (OLY) guidance on Te ey coxer--3-0 (0)-3:)) 
ID process matey em i danvmatey wal (01-10) 
(o}=33)) 
Yes No 


Virginia Time Mandated 
At multiple points in K-12 State policy leaves 
When students transfer from out of state identification process to the 
When students transfer from in state LEA 


Following parent referral 
Following teacher referral 
Following student referral 


Washington Time not mandated Following parent referral Yes No 
Following teacher referral 
Following student referral State policy leaves 
gle EA Pare eee approved Wee process to the 
Wisconsin Time Mandated Yes Yes 
At multiple points in K-12 
Wyoming Time not mandated At multiple points in K-12 No No 
When students transfer from out of state 
Following parent referral State policy leaves 
Following teacher referral identification process to the 
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State mandate for time of ID (Q55) 
Ace) ii) Lem cela acsie lel ic-xem | Pt (@l=1s))] 


When students are usually identified 


(Q57) 


State provides 
(e[UiCer-tale- Moya) 
ID process 


(Q58) 


LEAs required to use same 
| Dye} Keorer-K-1- (@)=}-)) 


Lim allem anya are) wan (@l<1¢)) 


Summary 


Responses: 39, 9 


Time Mandated: 9 
Time Not Mandated: 30 


All students screened in elementary 
school (one time only): 2 


Entering middle school: 1 
Entering high school: 0 
At multiple points in K-12: 8 


When students transfer from out of state: 
4 


When students transfer from in state: 4 
Following parent referral: 5 

Following teacher referral: 5 

Following student referral: 4 


When taking other assessments approved 
for GT identification: 2 


Kindergarten or early entrance screening: 
2 


Other (please specify): 2 


Responses: 27 Responses: 39 


All students screened in elementary Yes: 34 
school (one time only): 5 No: 5 


Entering middle school: 3 
Entering high school: 2 
At multiple points in K-12: 17 


When students transfer from out of state: 
10 


When students transfer from in state: 6 
Following parent referral: 19 

Following teacher referral: 19 
Following student referral: 13 


When taking other assessments approved 
for GT identification: 9 


Kindergarten or early entrance screening: 
5 


Other (please specify): 7 


Responses: 39, 9 


Yes: 11 
No: 28 


No state policy: 3 

State policy leaves 
identification process to the 
LEA: 19 


Other (please specify): 6 
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Table 16: Identification for Gifted and Talented Services 


Number of identified GT 
students (Q64) 


Alabama 


Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 


California 
Colorado 


Connecticut 
Delaware 


D.C. 
Florida 


Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 


Illinois 


Indiana 


lowa 


Year data 
(oxo) | (=Xor (10, 


(ol 74) 


2014-2015 


2014-2015 


2014-2015 


2014-2015 
2014-2015 


2013-2014 


2013-2014 


2014-2015 
2013-2014 


2014-2015 


2013-2014 


2014-2015 


2014-2015 
2014-2015 


2014-2015 


Number of public 
school students 


(ColX) 


144,238 


1,116,143 (October 
1, 2014 
Enrollment) 


476,083 


6,235,520 
889,006 


550,079 


133,369 


2,954,851 


1,744,029 


178,962 


291,219 


1,970,984 
1,028,654 


477,442 


aCe) WVmer-\(el U1 E-1x-10 i (@Loto)] 


61,431 
State-collected information 


89,291 
Estimate 


45,158 
State-collected information 


Not collected 


68,163 
State-collected information 


21,265 
State-collected information 


Not collected 
Not collected 


156,927 
State-collected information 


177,877 
State-collected information 


6,034 
State-collected information 


6,745 
State-collected information 


Not collected 


145,457 
State-collected information 


42,925 
State-collected information 


Number of GT K-12 students 


X-TaV(<1o mt (@le{<)) 
a Co)WmerclColUiE-tn-xe lm (@Ls¥ 4] 


61,431 
State-collected information 


89,291 
Estimate 


45,158 
State-collected information 


Not collected 


68,163 
Estimate 


11,941 
State-collected information 


Not collected 
Not collected 


156,927 
State-collected information 


177,877 
State-collected information 


6,034 
State-collected information 


2,563 
State-collected information 


Not collected 


145,457 
State-collected information 


42,925 
State-collected information 


State sets max LEA can 
ID (Q68, Q69) 


No 


No 


No 


Yes 


5% 
No 
No 
No 


No 


No 


No 


No 
No 


No 
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Kansas 


Kentucky 


Louisiana 


Maine 


Maryland 


Massachusetts 


Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 


Missouri 


Montana 
Nebraska 


Nevada 


New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 


New York 


North Carolina 


North Dakota 


Year data 
fore) | (=Xorv=10| 


(ol 72) 


2014-2015 


2013-2014 


2013-2014 


2014-2015 


2013-2014 
2014-2015 


2013-2014 


2013-2014 


2013-2014 


2014-2015 


2014-2015 


2014-2015 


Number of public 
school students 


(Q63) 
492,906 


654,289 


715,231 


183,460 


837,154 
490,225 


888,247 


144,129 
307,398 


459,172 


1,369,004 


1,470,127 


Number of identified GT 
students (Q64) 


a Co)WVmer: l(c U1 E-1x-10 Mm (@o}))] 


12,989 
State-collected information 


109,329 
State-collected information 


29,614 
State-collected information 


6,984 
State-collected information 


Not collected 


31,566 
State-collected information 


46,886 
State-collected information 


Not collected 


46,693 
State-collected information 


12,436 
State-collected information 


Not collected 


180,477 
State-collected information 


Number of GT K-12 students 


X-TaV(=10 mt (@le{<)) 
alo) mercl(olUi Eine (@Ls¥ 4] 


12,989 
State-collected information 


109,329 
State-collected information 


29,614 
State-collected information 


6,984 
State-collected information 


Not collected 


30,000 
Estimate 


40,838 
State-collected information 


Not collected 


46,693 
State-collected information 


Not collected 


Not collected 


180,477 
State-collected information 


State sets max LEA can 
ID (Q68, Q69) 


No 


No 


No 


Yes 
3-5% in the academic 
areas 3-5% in the arts 


No 
No 


No 


No 
No 


No 


No 


No 
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Year data Number of public Number of identified GT Number of GT K-12 students State sets max LEA can 
(exe) | [=Xea=1e | school students students (Q64) X=} aV(-10 mt (@le{<)) ID (Q68, Q69) 
(o}-74) (Q63) 


Ohio 

Oklahoma 2014-2015 688,300 97,186 96,616 

Oregon 

Pennsylvania 2013-2014 1,753,536 sae Not collected No 

Rhode Island Not collected Not collected No 

South Carolina 2013-2014 739,629 103,669 103,669 No 
State-collected information State-collected information 

South Dakota 

Tennessee 2013-2014 No 

Texas 2013-2014 5,151,925 Not collected 391,982 No 

State-collected information 

Utah 2013-2014 606,819 116,085 116,085 No 

District reports (not mandatory District reports (not mandatory 
reporting) reporting) 

wane 2013-2014 1,273,210 164,289 Not collected No 
State-collected information 

Washington 2013-2014 1,056,115 50,426 50,426 No 
gone pa (not mandatory Cee (not mandatory 

Wisconsin 2014-2015 871,192 Not collected Not collected No 

Wyoming 2014-2015 92,218 Not collected Not collected No 
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Summary 


Year data 
fore) | (=Xor(=10| 


(ol 74) 


Responses: 38 Responses: 35 


Number of public 
school students 


(ol) 


2013-2014: 17 
2014-2015: 20 


NTUTnaelsvaoymle(-Waliliomen py 
students (Q64) 


alo) WVmer-\(el U1 E-Vx-10 Mm (@lo}))] 


Responses: 37, 26 


Collected: 26 
Not collected: 11 


State-collected information: 22 

Estimate: 2 

District reports (not mandatory 
reporting): 2 


Number of GT K-12 students 
X-TaN(-10 mt (@le{0)) 


aCe) merclColUiEctn-re (Ole) 


Responses: 37, 24 


Collected: 24 
Not collected: 13 


State-collected information: 19 

Estimate: 3 

District reports (not mandatory 
reporting): 2 


State sets max 
ID (Q68, Q69) 


Responses: 37, 


Yes: 2 
No: 35 


LEA can 


2 
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Table 17: Identification for Gifted and Talented Services—Demog 


Year data GT by gender GT by race/ethnicity (Q70.2, GT that is GT with GT that is Other 
Coxe) | (=Year Te | ‘(oy {tm Bey A)) (oy 4) ELL disabilities low SES categories 
((e]<¥) (oy (ee ‘(oy{0e- 5 (Q70.5, (Q70.6, 
eye)) oy /:)) oy 42) oy (2) 
Alabama 2014-2015 Male: 49% Black or African American: Data not Data not Data not 
Female: 51% 16.14% collected collected or collected or 
American Indian or Alaska Native: or available available 
1.28% available 


Asian: 2.45% 

Native Hawaiian or other Pacific 
Islander: 0.007% 

Hispanic or Latino: 3.12% 

White: 75.47% 


Identify as 2 or more races: 1.4 


Alaska 
Arizona 2014-2015 Data not collected Data not collected or available Data not Data not Data not 
or available collected collected or collected or 
or available available 
available 
Arkansas 2014-2015 Male: 45.84% Black or African American: Data not Data not 38.93% 
Female: 54.16% 16.54% collected collected or 
American Indian or Alaska Native: or available 
Asian: .49% available 
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific 
Islander: 2.35% 
Hispanic or Latino: 6.44% 
White: 72.23% 
Identify as 2 or more races: 1.82% 
California 2014-2015 Data not collected Data not collected or available Data not Data not Data not 
or available collected collected or collected or 
or available available 
available 
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Year data GT by gender GT by race/ethnicity (Q70.2, GT that is GT with GT that is Other 
Coxe) | (Kear =\e| (oy{tm Bey A)) (ey 4) ELL disabilities low SES categories 
‘(el:¥4) ‘(oy{iEee (Q70.4, (Q70.5, (Q70.6, 
Le) Q74) Q75) ex 4) 
Colorado 2014-2015 Male: 52% Black or African American: 2.56% 4.58% 4.11% 21.62% 
Female: 48% American Indian or Alaska Native: 
0.37% 


Asian: 5.12% 

Native Hawaiian or other Pacific 
Islander: 0.17% 

Hispanic or Latino: 18.93% 

White: 68.48% 

Identify as 2 or more races: 4.37% 


Connecticut 2013-2014 Male: 47.3% Black or African American: 5.3% 0.2% 1.6% 12% 
Female: 52.7% American Indian or Alaska Native: 
0.2% 
Asian: 8.9% 


Native Hawaiian or other Pacific 
Islander: 0.1% 

Hispanic or Latino: 7.7% 

White: 75.4% 

Identify as 2 or more races: 2.5% 


Delaware 2013-2014 Data not collected Data not collected or available Data not Data not Data not 
or available collected collected or collected or 
or available available 
available 
D.C. 2014-2015 Data not collected Data not collected or available Data not Data not Data not 
or available collected collected or collected or 
or available available 
available 
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Year data GT by gender 
fexe) | (Year =\e| ((oy{tm Bey A)) 
(ols) 
Florida 2013-2014 
Georgia 2014-2015 Male: 47.5% 
Female: 52.5% 
Hawaii 2013-2014 Male: 43.3% 
Female: 56.7% 
Idaho 2014-2015 Male: 50.75% 
Female: 49.25% 
Illinois 2014-2015 Data not collected 


or available 


GT by race/ethnicity (Q70.2, 
Q72) 


Black or African American: 9.1% 


American Indian or Alaska Native: 


0.3% 
Asian: 6% 
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific 
Islander: 0.1% 
Hispanic or Latino: 27.5% 
White: 53.7% 
Identify as 2 or more races: 0% 
Other (please specify): 3.4% 


Black or African American: 18% 


American Indian or Alaska Native: 


<1% 

Asian: 9% 

Native Hawaiian or other Pacific 
Islander: <1% 

Hispanic or Latino: 7% 

White: 62% 

Identify as 2 or more races: 4% 


Black or African American: 0.4% 


American Indian or Alaska Native: 


0.4% 

Asian: 2.4% 

Native Hawaiian or other Pacific 
Islander: 0.1% 

Hispanic or Latino: 6.8% 

White: 87.6% 

Identify as 2 or more races: 2.2% 

Other (please specify): 0.6% 


Data not collected or available 


GT that is 
ELL 


(Q70.3, 
eT KD) 


0.56% 


0.7% 


0.50% 


Data not 
collected 
or 
available 


GT with 
disabilities 
‘(oy{ie-e 
ere) 


0.6% 


3.30% 


Data not 
collected or 
available 


GT that is Other 
low SES categories 
(Q70.5, (Q70.6, 
(oy 4-)) oy(:)) 


31.4% 


24.70% 


Data not 
collected or 
available 
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Indiana 


lowa 


Kansas 


Kentucky 


Year data 
(oxo) | [=Xer=10} 


(ol) 


2014-2015 


2014-2015 


2014-2015 


2013-2014 


GT by gender 
((oy{m Bey Ad) 


Male: 49% 
Female: 51% 


Male: 50% 
Female: 50% 


Male: 55% 
Female: 45% 


Male: 47.7% 
Female: 52.3% 


GT by race/ethnicity (Q70.2, 
Q72) 


Black or African American: 4% 

American Indian or Alaska Native: 
0% 

Asian: 4% 

Native Hawaiian or other Pacific 
Islander: 0% 

Hispanic or Latino:5% 

White: 83% 

Identify as 2 or more races: 4% 


Black or African American: 2% 

American Indian or Alaska Native: 
<1% 

Asian: 4% 

Native Hawaiian or other Pacific 
Islander: <1% 

Hispanic or Latino: 5% 

White: 84% 

Identify as 2 or more races: 3% 


Black or African American: 2.3% 

American Indian or Alaska Native: 
0.6% 

Asian: 6.7% 

Native Hawaiian or other Pacific 
Islander: 0.1% 

Hispanic or Latino: 6.8% 

White: 78.7% 

Identify as 2 or more races: 4.8% 


Black or African American: 4% 

American Indian or Alaska Native: 
<1% 

Asian: 2.5% 

Native Hawaiian or other Pacific 
Islander: <1% 

Hispanic or Latino: 9.8% 

White: 80% 

Identify as 2 or more races: 2.3% 


GT that is 
ELL 


(Q70.3, 
eT K)) 


1% 
(estimate) 


<1% 


1% 


GT with GT that is 
disabilities low SES 
‘(oy{ie- 5 (Q70.5, 
ey) (ey 4-)) 

3% 25% 

(estimate) 

1% <1% 

0.10% 12.10% 

2.2% 


Other 
categories 
(Q70.6, 


Q76) 


Note: numbers 
rounded to 
whole 
percentage. 
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Year data GT by gender GT by race/ethnicity (Q70.2, GT that is GT with GT that is Other 
Coxe) | (Kear =\e| ((oy{tm Bey A)) (oy 4) ELL disabilities low SES categories 
'(e]<¥3) (Q70.3, ‘(oy{ie- 5 (Q70.5, (Q70.6, 
YE) Q74) Q75) Q76) 
Louisiana 2013-2014 Male: 44.3% Black or African American: 23.8% Data not 2.6% Data not 
Female: 55.7% American Indian or Alaska Native: collected collected or 
0.5% or available 
Asian: 5.28% available 


Native Hawaiian or other Pacific 
Islander: 0.1% 

Hispanic or Latino: 4.1% 

White: 64.7% 

Identify as 2 or more races: 1.6% 


Maine 2014-2015 Male: 50% Black or African American: 1.56% 0.70% 2.84% 23.84% 
Female: 50% American Indian or Alaska Native: 
<1% 


Asian: 2.49% 

Native Hawaiian or other Pacific 
Islander: <1% 

Hispanic or Latino: 1.13% 

White: 93.17% 

Identify as 2 or more races: 1.27% 


Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 2013-2014 Data not collected Data not collected or available Data not Data not Data not 
or available collected collected or collected or 
or available available 
available 
Mississippi 2014-2015 Male: 40% Black or African American: 25% Data not Data not 44% 
Female: 60% American Indian or Alaska Native: collected collected or (estimate) 
(estimate) 0% or available 
Asian: 2% available 


Native Hawaiian or other Pacific 
Islander: 0% 

Hispanic or Latino: 2% 

White: 71% 

Identify as 2 or more races: 0% 
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Year data 


(oxo) | [=e t=1o} 

(ols) 
Missouri 2013-2014 
Montana 2013-2014 
Nebraska 2013-2014 
Nevada 2014-2015 


New Hampshire 


New Jersey 2014-2015 


New Mexico 
New York 


GT by gender 
((oy{im Bey AD) 


Male: 50.9% 
Female: 49.1% 


Data not collected 
or available 


Data not collected 
or available 


Data not collected 
or available 


Data not collected 
or available 


GT by race/ethnicity (Q70.2, 
Q72) 


Black or African American: 8.28% 

American Indian or Alaska Native: 
0.28% 

Asian: 5.27% 

Native Hawaiian or other Pacific 
Islander: 0.11% 

Hispanic or Latino: 3.18% 

White: 80.61% 

Identify as 2 or more races: 2.27% 


Data not collected or available 


Black or African American: 9.15% 

American Indian or Alaska Native: 
8.1% 

Asian: 23.51% 

Native Hawaiian or other Pacific 
Islander: 10.28% 

Hispanic or Latino: 8.51% 

White: 17.38% 

Identify as 2 or more races: 
13.66% 


Data not collected or available 


Data not collected or available 


GT that is 
ELL 


(Q70.3, 
eT K)) 


1.3% 


Data not 
collected 
or 
available 


Data not 
collected 
or 
available 


Data not 
collected 
or 
available 


Data not 
collected 
or 
available 


GT with 
disabilities 
‘(oy{i ee 
Q74) 


3.05% 


Data not 
collected or 
available 


Data not 
collected or 
available 


Data not 
collected or 
available 


Data not 
collected or 
available 


GT that is 
low SES 
(Q70.5, 
teyé:)) 


Data not 
collected or 
available 


Other 
categories 
(Q70.6, 


Q76) 


Data not 
collected or 
available 


Data not 
collected or 
available 


Data not 
collected or 
available 


Data not 
collected or 
available 
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Year data 
collected 


GT by gender 
((oy{1m Bey ad) 


(ol) 


2014-2015 Male: 50% 


Female: 50% 


North Carolina 


North Dakota 


Ohio 

Oklahoma 2014-2015 Male: 48.9% 
Female: 51.1% 

Oregon 


2013-2014 Data not collected 


or available 


Pennsylvania 


Data not collected 
or available 


Rhode Island 


2013-2014 Male: 51.5% 
Female: 48.5% 


(estimate) 


South Carolina 


South Dakota 


GT by race/ethnicity (Q70.2, 
Q72) 


Black or African American: 
10.45% 


American Indian or Alaska Native: 


0.76% 

Asian: 5.50% 

Native Hawaiian or other Pacific 
Islander: 0.99% 

Hispanic or Latino: 6.95% 

White: 72.55% 

Identify as 2 or more races: 3.7% 


Data not collected or available 


Data not collected or available 


Black or African American: 15.3% 


American Indian or Alaska Native: 


0.2% 

Asian: 2.7% 

Native Hawaiian or other Pacific 
Islander: 0.1% 

Hispanic or Latino: 4.2% 

White: 74.6% 

Identify as 2 or more races: 3% 


GT that is 
ELL 


(Q70.3, 
eT K)) 


Data not 
collected 
or 
available 


Data not 
collected 
or 
available 


Data not 
collected 
or 
available 


Data not 
collected 
or 
available 


GT with 
disabilities 
‘(oy{ih- 5 
ere) 


1.49% 


This 
information 
is not 
available. 


Data not 
collected or 
available 


Data not 
collected or 
available 


GT that is Other 
low SES categories 
(Q70.5, (Q70.6, 
teyé:)) ey {:)) 

Data not 
collected or 
available 


Data not 
collected or 
available 


Data not 
collected or 
available 


Data not 
collected or 
available 
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Year data GT by gender 
Coxe) | (Kear =\e| ((oy{tm Bey A)) 
(ols) 
Tennessee 2013-2014 
Texas 2013-2014 Male: 48.1% 
Female: 51.9% 
Utah 2013-2014 Data not collected 
or available 
Vermont 
Virginia 2013-2014 Male: 50.7% 


Female: 49.3% 


GT by race/ethnicity (Q70.2, 
Q72) 


Black or African American: 6.4% 


American Indian or Alaska Native: 


0.3% 

Asian: 8.9% 

Native Hawaiian or other Pacific 
Islander: 0.1% 

Hispanic or Latino: 41% 

White: 40.8% 

Identify as 2 or more races: 2.4% 


Black or African American: 0.9% 


American Indian or Alaska Native: 


0.6% 

Asian: 0.6% 

Native Hawaiian or other Pacific 
Islander: 1.4% 

Hispanic or Latino: 10% 

White: 81% 

Identify as 2 or more races: 1.5% 

Other (please specify): 0.01% 


Black or African American: 11% 


American Indian or Alaska Native: 


0.2% 

Asian: 11.9% 

Native Hawaiian or other Pacific 
Islander: 0.2% 

Hispanic or Latino: 7.1% 

White: 64.3% 

Identify as 2 or more races: 5.3% 


GT that is 
ELL 


(Q70.3, 
eT K)) 


Data not 
collected 
or 
available 


3.70% 
(estimate) 


2.4% 


GT with 
disabilities 
‘(oy{ih- 5 
Q74) 


Data not 
collected or 
available 


2% 
(estimate) 


2.5% 


GT that is 
low SES 
(Q70.5, 
Ley é:)) 


38.1% 


20% 
(estimate) 


17.3% 


Other 
categories 
(Q70.6, 


Q76) 


Homeless 
students: 
0.27% 
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GT with GT that is Other 
disabilities low SES 


Year data GT by gender GT by race/ethnicity (Q70.2, GT that is i i 
eee ((oy{tm Bey A)) (oy 4) ELL isabiliti categories 
‘(oy {iE e (Q70.4, (Q70.5, (Q70.6, 
oye)) ey )) (oy 4-)) ey(:)) 
6% 21% 


Washington 2013-2014 Male: 52% Black or African American: 2% 
Female: 48% Ae Indian or Alaska Native: 


nae 15% 

Native Hawaiian or other Pacific 
Islander: 0% 

Hispanic or Latino: 8% 

White: 67% 

we entify as 2 or more races: 7% 


Wisconsin 2014-2015 Data not ——— Data not collected or available Data not Data not Data not 
or available ies pee or ce or 
available 
Wyoming 2014-2015 Data not collected Data not collected or available Data not Data not Data not 
or available collected collected or collected or 
or available available 
available 
Summary Responses: Responses: 36, 21 Responses: 35, 22 Responses: Responses: Responses: Responses: 1 
ae Can provide data: 19 : : oa eee Be 
2013-2014: Can provide cee Bee ee 2 Can provide Canprovide Can provide 
17 one ee me Data not collected or available: 13 data: 10 data: 13 data: 12 
zeus-01s: “avaliable: eee A mone panes 
pene or ie or ices or 
available: 18 available: 19 


available: 
21 
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Table 18: Gifted and Talented Programming and Services 
for: ice fo) gd (-t-Me) MEM o) cole c-liit-ycx-1avi(ecx-M c-LoLelic-Lomr-lacel (elmo ii-lacre lm (OWA) 


NAETUEVM leva volgualiare! im mercvel-tecal| 9) 


General 
FlersYo(cVanl (es 


Creativity 


Specific 
academic areas 


None: No 
specific 


Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 


Arkansas 


California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
D.C. 

Florida 


Georgia 


Hawaii 


Idaho 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Required by State 
Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Required by State 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Required by State 
Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Required by State 


Required by State 


Required by State 
Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Required by State 
Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Required by State 
Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Required by State 
Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Required by State 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Required by State 
Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Required by State 


Required by State 
Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Required by State 
Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Required by State 
Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Required by State 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Required by State 
Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Required by State 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Required by State 
Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Required by State 
Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Required by State 


Required by State 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Required by State 
Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Required by State 
Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Required by State 
Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


services 


Required by State 


Required by State 


177 


or: ice fold (-t- Me) MEM o) cole e-Viitycx-laVi(ec-c-M c-Lo Uli c-Lomr-lalel(olmeyiiclacre lm (OYA) 


NUETUEVM oXetacolgualiate) im mercvel-ecallo) 


General 
Felersto(cdanl (os 


Creativity 


Specific 


F:Yers\o(c)in) (emesl qet= oy 


No) aX esa Ke) 
specific 
services 


Illinois 


Indiana 
lowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 


Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 


Mississippi 
Missouri 


Montana 
Nebraska 


Nevada 
New Hampshire 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Required by State 


Required by State 


Required by State 
Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Required by State 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Required by State 


Required by State 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Required by State 


Required by State 


Required by State 


Required by State 


Required by State 
Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Required by State 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Required by State 


Required by State 


Required by State 


Required by State 
Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Required by State 


Required by State 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Required by State 


Required by State 


Required by State 


Required by State 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Required by State 
Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Required by State 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Required by State 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Required by State 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Required by State 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Required by State 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Required by State 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Required by State 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Required by State 


Required by State 
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or: ice fold (-t- Me) MEM o) cole e-Viitycx-laVi(ec-c-M c-Lo Uli c-Lomr-lalel(olmeyiiclacre lm (OYA) 


None: No 
specific 
services 


New Jersey 


New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 


Oregon 
Pennsylvania 


Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 


NAETUEVM tera colqualiare! im mercvel-ecal|o) General Creativity Specific 
arts FYer-Yel(-ual (es academic areas 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Required by State 
Required by State 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Required by State 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


equired by 
Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


ate 


Required by State 
Required by State 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


equired by 
Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


ate 


Required by State 
Required by State 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


Required by State 


Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


equired by 
Offered in 
Schools/Districts 


ate 


Required by State 
Required by State 


Required by State 
Offered in 
Schools/District 


Tennessee Offered in Offered in Offered in Offered in Offered in Required by State 
Schools/Districts Schools/Districts Schools/Districts Schools/Districts Schools/Districts 
Texas Offered in Offered in Required by State Required by State Offered in Required by State 
Schools/Districts Schools/Districts Offered in Offered in Schools/Districts Offered in 
Schools/Districts Schools/Districts Schools/Districts 
Utah Offered in Offered in Offered in Required by State 
Schools/Districts Schools/Districts Schools/Districts 
a oes ee ne Required by State Required by State 
Washington Required by State 
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or: ic-te fo) d(-t- Me) MEM o) cole cliit-ycx-lavi(ecs-Mc-LoLelic-Lomr-lalel(olmeyii-lacre lm (OYA) 


Wisconsin 


Wyoming 


Summary 


NUETUEVM Seta colgualiate! im mercvel-yecal| 9) General Creativity Specific None: No 

FYer-Yel(-ual (es academic areas specific 
services 

Required by State Required by State Required by State Required by State Required by State 

Required by State Offered in Offered in Required by State Offered in Offered in 

Offered in Schools/Districts Schools/Districts | Offered in Schools/Districts Schools/Districts 

Schools/Districts Schools/Districts 

Responses to Q78: 30 

Responses: 27 Responses: 21 Responses: 32 Responses: 28 Responses: 23 Responses: 29 Responses: 9 

Required: 11 Required: 7 Required: 22 Required: 17 Required: 9 Required: 16 Required: 9 

Offered: 19 Offered: 15 Offered: 18 Offered: 19 Offered: 16 Offered: 18 Offered: 2 
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Table 19: Gifted and Talented Services by Grade 


C=} Grades services required and/or offered Percent of GT students in each grade receiving services (Q79.2) 
((oy4: 9) 


Alabama 


Alaska 


Arizona 
Arkansas 


California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 


Delaware 


D.C. 
Florida 


Georgia 


Hawaii 
Idaho 


Illinois 


Indiana 


K - 12: Required 
K - 12: Offered 


K - 12: Required 
Pre-K: Offered 


K - 12: Required 


K - 12: Required 


Grades 2 — 8 Offered 


K - 12: Required 
K - 12: Offered 


K - 12: Required 


K - 12: Offered 
K - 12: Required 


K - 12: Offered 
K - 12: Required 


K - 12: 100% 


K - 12: 100% 


Grade 2: 5% 
Grade 3: 5% 
Grade 4: 5% 


Pre-K: 0% 
Kindergarten: <1% 
Grade 1: 1% 
Grade 2: 4% 
Grade 3: 6% 


Elementary: 3.5% 


Kindergarten: 80% 
Grade 1: 26.39% 
Grade 2: 23.25% 
Grade 3: 34.68% 
Grade 4: 38% 


Kindergarten: 7% 
Grade 1: 9% 
Grade 2: 12% 
Grade 3: 13% 
Grade 4: 14% 


Grade 5: 5% 
Grade 6: 3% 


Grade 4: 8% 
Grade 5: 9% 
Grade 6: 11% 
Grade 7: 11.5% 
Grade 8: 11.5% 


Middle: 6.7% 


Grade 5: 43.36% 
Grade 6: 37.93% 
Grade 7: 50.72% 
Grade 8: 42.78% 
Grade 9: 40.33% 


Grade 5: 15% 
Grade 6: 17% 
Grade 7: 18% 
Grade 8: 18% 
Grade 9: 17% 


Grade 7: 3% 
Grade 8: 3% 


Grade 9: 10% 
Grade 10: 10% 
Grade 11: 9% 
Grade 12: 8% 


High: 3.7% 


Grade 10: 33.61% 
Grade 11: 30.47% 
Grade 12: 34.22% 


Grade 10: 17% 
Grade 11: 17% 
Grade 12: 17% 
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Vy Grades services required and/or offered Percent of GT students in each grade receiving services (Q79.2) 
(Coys: ea) 


lowa Pre-K - 12: Required 

Kansas K - 12: Required Kindergarten: 0.01% Grade 5: 3.14% Grade 10: 4.35% 
Grade 1: 0.08% Grade 6: 3.88% Grade 11: 4.46% 
Grade 2: 0.58% Grade 7: 4.04% Grade 12: 4.66% 
Grade 3: 1.46% Grade 8: 4.36% 
Grade 4: 2.37% Grade 9: 4.47% 

Kentucky K - 12: Required Pre-K: 3% Grade 4: 7% Grade 9: 9% 
Kindergarten: 7% Grade 5: 8% Grade 10: 9% 
Grade 1: 8% Grade 6: 8% Grade 11: 9% 
Grade 2: 9% Grade 7: 8% Grade 12: 9% 
Grade 3: 5% Grade 8: 9% 

Louisiana Pre-K - 12: Required Pre-K - 12: 100% 

Pre-K — 12: Offered 
Maine Grades 3 - 12: Required Grade 3: 1.07% Grade 7: 6.27% Grade 10: 5.55% 
K - 2: Offered Grade 4: 3.05% Grade 8: 6.86% Grade 11: 5.31% 

Grade 5: 4.34% Grade 9: 5.74% Grade 12: 5.23% 
Grade 6: 6.07% 

Maryland Grades 3 - 12: Offered 

Massachusetts 

Michigan 

Minnesota Pre-K - 12: Offered 

Mississippi Grades 2 - 6: Required Grade 2: 90% Grade 4: 90% Grade 6: 80% 
Grade 3: 90% Grade 5: 90% 

Missouri Pre-K - 12: Offered Pre-K: 0.3% Grade 4: 9.95% Grade 9: 7.87% 
Kindergarten: 0.97% Grade 5: 10.79% Grade 10: 6.92% 
Grade 1: 3.43% Grade 6: 10.94% Grade 11: 7.01% 
Grade 2: 6.11% Grade 7: 9.95% Grade 12: 7.6% 
Grade 3: 8.34% Grade 8: 9.84% 

Montana K — 12: Required 

Nebraska Grade 2 - 12: Offered 

Nevada Grade 2 - 12: Required 


Grade 2 - 12: Offered 


New Hampshire 
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New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 


North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 


Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 


South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 


Utah 


Vermont 


Virginia 


Grades services required and/or offered 
((oys: ed) 


K - 12: Required 


K - 12: Required 


Pre-K - 12: Required 


K - 12: Required 


Grades 3 - 12: Required 
Grade 2: Offered 


K - 12: Required 


K - 12: Required 
K - 12: Offered 


K - 12: Offered 


K - 12: Required 
K - 10: Offered 


Percent of GT students in each grade receiving services (Q79.2) 


Kindergarten: 0.01% 
Grade 1: 0.15% 
Grade 2: 1.32% 
Grade 3: 3.81% 
Grade 4: 8.55% 


Pre-K: 0.04% 
Kindergarten: 0.02% 
Grade 1: 1.1% 
Grade 2: 2.6% 
Grade 3: 4.8% 


Grade 6: 4.8% 
See Table 39 


Grade 5: 9.43% 


Grade 6: 10.71% 
Grade 7: 11.05% 
: 11.44% 
1 11.42% 


Grade 4: 6.9% 
Grade 5: 8.3% 
Grade 6: 9.4% 
Grade 7: 9.7% 
Grade 8: 10.6% 


Grade 9: 23% 


Grade 10: 11.23% 
Grade 11: 10.95% 
Grade 12: 9.76% 


Grade 9: 11% 

Grade 10: 11.3% 
Grade 11: 11.6% 
Grade 12: 11.7% 


Grade 12: 69% 
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Ss Grades services required and/or offered Percent of GT students in each grade receiving services (Q79.2) 
(oy4: a) 


Washington K - 12: Offered Kindergarten: 1% Grade 5: 11% Grade 10: 8% 
Grade 1: 2% Grade 6: 11% Grade 11: 8% 
Grade 2: 5% Grade 7: 11% Grade 12: 7% 
Grade 3: 7% Grade 8: 11% 
Grade 4: 9% Grade 9: 9% 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin K - 12: Required 
K - 12: Offered 
Wyoming K - 5: Offered 
Summary Responses: 35 Responses: 17 
Required Offered 
Pre-K: 3 4 
Kindergarten: 21 14 
Grade 1: 21 14 
Grade 2: 23 18 
Grade 3: 25 17 
Grade 4: 25 17 
Grade 5: 25 17 
Grade 6: 25 16 
Grade 7: 24 16 
Grade 8: 24 16 
Grade 9: 24 15 
Grade 10: 24 15 
Grade 11: 24 14 


Grade 12: 24 14 
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Alabama 


Alaska 


Arizona 


Arkansas 


California 


Table 20: Reporting and Accountability 


State 
monitors/ 
audits LEA 
GT 


programs 


(ot) 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


LEAs must report on GT services (Q86) 
(ongic-var-Macle(Ulic-\om lama-) lelam (L764) 


Yes 


Gifted services options 

Program evaluation 

Teacher training 

Service options 

Demographic breakdown of students served 


Yes 


Gifted services options 

Teacher training 

Service options 

Other: The Scope and Sequence for Gifted 
Education requires information a variety of 
areas. See ARS 15-779.01 A.3. 


Yes 


Gifted services options 

Program evaluation 

Teacher training 

Service options 

Other: Demographic data is already available 
in state data collected. Information about 
community involvement, personnel, staff 
development, identification, and curriculum 


No 


How the state ensures compliance (Q88) 


Onsite monitoring with corrective action 
plans. School system is not cleared from 
monitoring until all noncompliance issues 
have been addressed and approved by the 
state. 


The Scope and Sequence for Gifted 
Education must be submitted for review at 
least once every four years - or if changes 
were made in a given year (ARS 15-779.02 
A.3.). Plans must be approved by the local 
governing board and SEA. Additionally, LEAs 
area monitored through the Title | Cycle 
Monitoring process in Cycle V, and as part of 
the ELL monitoring process with respect to 
identifying and serving gifted English 
language learners. 


If an LEA's GT program is not approved, the 
district's accreditation can be affected. 
Programs are required to have approval on 
an annual program report and for on-site 
monitoring every 6 years. 


NEW Come Fite Wm Urcy-re mt (@}<12)) 


District accountability for 
student performance 

Included in a report to the 
state board of education 

Included in a report to the 
state legislature 

To inform gifted education 
program development 


To inform gifted education 
program development 

Other: To inform policy 
recommendations, 
professional learning and 
support material 
development. 


To inform gifted education 
program development 
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Colorado 


Connecticut 


Delaware 
D.C. 
Florida 


Georgia 


State 
monitors/ 
audits LEA 
GT 
programs 


(ot) 


Yes 


No 


No 
No 
Yes 


Yes 


LEAs must report on GT services (Q86) 
Condic-var-Macle (Uli c-coM lama) lelam (L764) 


Yes 


Gifted student achievement/performance 
Gifted services options 

Program evaluation 

Teacher training 

Service options 

Demographic breakdown of students served 


Yes 


Other: Districts report whether or not a student 


was served. 
No 
No 
Yes 
Gifted services options 
Demographic breakdown of students served 
Yes 
Gifted services options 
Program evaluation 
Teacher training 


Service options 
Demographic breakdown of students served 


How the state ensures compliance (Q88) 


The comprehensive Colorado Gifted 
Education Review process involves local 
staff and CDE staff in setting priorities for 
improvement and in recognizing strengths of 
gifted programs as measured and compared 
with CO regulations. / Annual reporting of 
GT student performance and action plans 
are collected by April 15 through the 
statewide district Unified Improvement Plan 
process. An onsite monitoring team visit 
occurs every 3-4 years. New GT education 
director's orientations are conducted in 
August with ongoing support through the 
regional network system. Administrative 
units/districts conduct self-evaluation of their 
gifted programs. 


Certification of Public School Information 
System data by LEA administrators. 


Data Reports and surveys of practices. 


NEW Come Fie Wom Ury-V0 mt (@l<12)) 


District accountability for 
student performance 

Accountability for teacher 
performance 

Included in a report to the 
state board of education 

To inform gifted education 
program development 


Not used 


To inform gifted education 
program development 


District accountability for 
student performance 

Accountability for teacher 
performance 

To inform gifted education 
program development 

Other: Funding 
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Hawaii 
Idaho 


Illinois 


Indiana 


lowa 


Kansas 


Kentucky 


State 
monitors/ 
audits LEA 
GT 
programs 


(of) 


No 


No 
Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


LEAs must report on GT services (Q86) 
Condic-var-Macle (Uli c-coM lama) lelam (L764) 


No 
Yes 
Gifted services options 


Program evaluation 
Service options 


No 
Yes 
Gifted services options 


Teacher training 
Service options 


Yes 

Program evaluation 
Teacher training 
Yes 


Other: The state reviews/monitors specific 
requirements of the IEP. 


Yes 


Gifted services options 
Program evaluation 
Teacher training 
Service options 


Demographic breakdown of students served 


How the state ensures compliance (Q88) 


it does not--we have no consequences 


No formal mechanism. 


Accreditation Site Visits 


Through a 3-year cyclical File Review 
process. 


LEAs must submit report to the state in order 


to receive state funding. / 14 Districts are 
randomly selected for monitoring. 


NEW Come Fie Wom Ury-V0 mt (@l<12)) 


To inform gifted education 
program development 


Other: Desktop monitoring 
and grant review 


District accountability for 
student performance 


Other: Data are used for 
district accountability and 
decisions regarding the 
coordination of technical 
assistance. 


Included in a report to the 
state board of education 

To inform gifted education 
program development 
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State 
monitors/ 
audits LEA 
GT 
programs 


(ot) 


LEAs must report on GT services (Q86) 
Condic-var-Macle (Uli c-coM lama) lelam (L764) 


How the state ensures compliance (Q88) 


NEW Come Fie Wom Ury-V0 mt (@l<12)) 


Louisiana 


Maine 


Maryland 


Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 


Mississippi 


No 


Yes 


Yes 


No 


Yes 


Yes 


Gifted student achievement/performance 

Gifted services options 

Program evaluation 

Service options 

Demographic breakdown of students served 

Other: Identification of gifted and talented 
students 


Yes 
Gifted student achievement/performance 
Gifted services options 


Program evaluation 
Teacher training 


Yes 


Program evaluation 
Teacher training 
Demographic breakdown of students served 


Yes 


Gifted services options 

Teacher training 

Service options 

Other: Compliance with state mandates for 
acceleration procedure and identification 
procedure. 


No 


IEP and evaluation timeline compliance is 
monitored. 


Each LEA must submit an initial application 
for approval and subsequent yearly renewal 
applications. 


Technical review of State-mandates LEA 
reports, which includes gifted and talented 
and is followed by technical assistance. 


The state does not have monitoring authority 
for gifted education. 


Program office monitoring, ability to affect 
district accreditation and funding . 


District accountability for 
student performance 

Accountability for teacher 
performance 

To inform gifted education 
program development 


To inform gifted education 
program development 


Included in a report to the 
state board of education 

To inform gifted education 
program development 


Included in a report to the 
state legislature 

To inform gifted education 
program development 

Other: Inform professional 
development 


To inform gifted education 
program development 
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State 
monitors/ 
audits LEA 
GT 
programs 


(ot) 


LEAs must report on GT services (Q86) 
Condic-var-Macle (Uli c-coM lama) lelam (L764) 


How the state ensures compliance (Q88) 


NEW Come Fie Wom Ury-V0 mt (@l<12)) 


Missouri 


Montana 
Nebraska 


Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 


New Mexico 
New York 


Yes 


No 
Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Gifted services options 

No 

Yes 

Gifted student achievement/performance 
Gifted services options 

No 


No 


Desk audit performed by the Gifted 
Education Section 


The Quality Single Accountability Continuum 
(QSAC) is the Department of Education's 
monitoring and evaluation system for public 
school districts. The system shifts the 
monitoring and evaluation focus from 
compliance to assistance, capacity-building 
and improvement. It is a single 
comprehensive accountability system that 
consolidates and incorporates the monitoring 
requirements of applicable state laws and 
programs and complements federally 
required improvements 


To inform gifted education 
program development 


Included in a report to the 
state board of education 

To inform gifted education 
program development 


Not used 
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State LEAs must report on GT services (Q86) How the state ensures compliance (Q88) NEW Come Fie Wom Ury-V0 mt (@l<12)) 


North Carolina 


North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 


Oregon 
Pennsylvania 


Rhode Island 


ireyayice) ey) Condic-var-Macle (Uli c-coM lama) lelam (L764) 

audits LEA 

GT 

programs 

(Q85) 

Yes Yes Local AIG Plan every three years, mandated _ District accountability for 

by legislation, aligned with SBE's AlG student performance 

Gifted student achievement/performance Program Standards / AIG Interim Report, Accountability for teacher 
Gifted services options completed mid-cycle to indicate progress performance 
Program evaluation towards programming goals / Student Included in a report to the 
Teacher training Identification data, through bi-annual state board of education 
Service options headcount / Student Achievement data, Included in a report to the 


through annual READY accountability 


Demographic breakdown of students served state legislature 


Other: Student Identification; Differentiated ong To inform gifted education 
Instruction; Personnel Preparation; Total program development 
Comprehensive Programming; Partnerships; Other: To inform various 
Accountability stakeholders, including 


teachers, families, etc. 


No No The Gifted Report Included in a report to the 
state board of education 
Included in a report to the 
state legislature 
To inform gifted education 
program development 


Yes Yes Not used 


Gifted services options 

Teacher training 

Other: The Comprehensive Plan for Gifted 
must include the screening and identification 
procedures, the continuum of gifted education 
services and the professional development 
plan on gifted education services 


No No 
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State 
monitors/ 
audits LEA 
GT 
programs 


(ot) 


LEAs must report on GT services (Q86) 
Condic-var-Macle (Uli c-coM lama) lelam (L764) 


How the state ensures compliance (Q88) 


NEW Come Fie Wom Urcy-V0 mt (@l<12)) 


South Carolina 


South Dakota 


Tennessee 


Texas 


Utah 
Vermont 


Virginia 


Yes 


No 
Yes 


No 


No 


Yes 


Yes 
Gifted student achievement/performance 


Teacher training 
Demographic breakdown of students served 


No 
No 


Yes 


Gifted student achievement/performance 


No 


Yes 


Gifted services options 
Other: Identification procedures 


Our state requires local school districts to 
report this information annually. 


State monitoring team conducts on site 
interviews through the regular monitoring 
cycle. 


The board of trustees of a school district or 
the governing body of an open-enrollment 


charter school has / primary responsibility for 


ensuring that the district or school complies 
with all applicable requirements of state / 
educational programs (TEC A87.028). 


Each division must have a local plan for the 
Gifted that is compliance with state 
regulations and is approved by the Local 
School Board. Every 6 years the VDOE 
conducts a technical review of LEA's Gifted 
Local Plan and provides feedback directly to 
the division and the Local School Board. 


District accountability for 
student performance 

To inform gifted education 
program development 


Not used 


District accountability for 
student performance 


To inform gifted education 
program development 
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State LEAs must report on GT services (Q86) How the state ensures compliance (Q88) NEW Come Fie. Wom Ury-V0 mt (@l<12)) 
monitors/ Criteria required in report (Q87) 

audits LEA 

GT 

programs 

(Q85) 


Washington Yes The 2013-14 school year is a transition year Included in a report to the 
for developing the K-12 Highly Capable state legislature 
Gifted services options Program (HCP). Each Washington school 
Program evaluation district will implement and serve students, - 
Teacher training 12, in the 14-15 school year as a part of 
Service options basic education. State ensures compliance 
Demographic breakdown of students served for districts by review and approval of the 


HCP Annual Plan, the HCP End-of-year 
fatale a ede the State program 


mpliance monitoring review cycle. 


- 


Wisconsin No No hon formal complaint. Other: Data not available. 
Wyoming No No 
Summary Responses: Responses: 40, 24 Responses: 26 Responses: 29 
40 
Yes: 24 Not used: 4 
Yes: 21 No: 16 To inform gifted education 
No: 19 program development: 
Gifted services options: 18 oe a 
Teacher training: 15 District accountability for 
Service options: 12 student performance: 8 
Program evaluation: 12 Accountability for teacher 
Demographic breakdown of students served: performance: 4 
10 Included in a report to the 
Gifted student achievement/performance: 7 af board of education: 


Other (please specify): 9 
p poy) Included in a report to the 
state legislature: 5 
Other: 7 
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Table 21: Gifted and Talented Education Plans 


LEAs required | Local GT (ofoyan) ole) aC-lalMey men MMe) (-laMacteleliaiale ms) =7-Wr-le) e)centc-1m (0): 7-4) 
to submit re) FeValsy 
GT plans to approved by 
=} =) (e}:]t)) SEA (Q91) 
Alabama Yes Yes State-required components of the plan are approved at the local level 
Definition of gifted and talented 
Identification 


Programming 
Program evaluation 
Teacher training 
Personnel 


Alaska 


Arizona Yes Yes State-required components of the plan are approved at the local level 

Definition of gifted and talented 

Identification 

Programming 

Funding 

Program evaluation 

Teacher training 

Family engagement/involvement 

Personnel 

Other (please specify): Scope and Sequence for Gifted Education (ARS 15-779.02 A.3.) must include 
information on program design, identification, curriculum, instruction, social development, emotional 
development, professional development of administrators, teachers, school psychologists and 
counselors, parent involvement, community involvement, program assessment and budgeting 


Arkansas Yes Yes Identification 
Programming 
Funding 
Program evaluation 
Teacher training 
Family engagement/involvement 
Personnel 
Other (please specify): Professional development and curriculum 


California No 
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LEAs required | Local GT 


(ofeyan) ole) aC-lal Mey men Mme) (-laMacteleliaiale ms) =7-Wr-le) elgentc-1 im (0): 7-4) 


to submit re) FeValsy 
GT plans to approved by 
b>} =a (0 }:]0)) SEA (Q91) 
Colorado Yes Yes Definition of gifted and talented 
Identification 
Programming 
Funding 


Program evaluation 

Teacher training 

Family engagement/involvement 

Personnel 

Other (please specify): Student accountability, monitoring, resolving disagreements, record keeping and 
confidentiality, and early access provisions and procedures if the district permits early access 


Connecticut No 

Delaware Yes No 

D.C. No 

Florida Yes Yes Identification 
Funding 
Personnel 

Georgia Yes No 

Hawaii No 

Idaho Yes No 

Illinois No 

Indiana No 

lowa No 

Kansas No 

Kentucky No 

Louisiana No 
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LEAs required | Local GT 


(oxoyan) ole) at-lalmey men Mm e)(-laMacteleliaiale mc) =7-Wr-le) e)centz-1 im (0): 74) 


to submit re) FeValsy 
GT plans to approved by 
b>} =F (@}:J0)) SEA (Q91) 
Maine Yes Yes Definition of gifted and talented 
Identification 
Programming 
Funding 


Program evaluation 
Teacher training 
Personnel 


Maryland Yes Yes Identification 
Programming 
Program evaluation 
Teacher training 
Family engagement/involvement 


Massachusetts 

Michigan 

Minnesota 

Mississippi Yes Yes State-required components of the plan are approved at the local level 
Programming 

Missouri No 

Montana No 

Nebraska Yes Yes Definition of gifted and talented 

Nevada 


New Hampshire 
New Jersey 


New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina Yes No 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
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LEAs required | Local GT (ofeyan) ole) aC-lalmey men MMe) (-laMacteleliaiale ms) =¥-Wr-le) e)gentc-1 i (@]: 74) 
to submit re) Fe Valsy 
GT plans to approved by 
b>} =a (@}:J0)) SEA (Q91) 


Oklahoma State-required components of the plan are approved at the local level 
Identification 
Programming 


Oregon 
Pennsylvania No 
Rhode Island No 


South Carolina Yes Yes State-required components of the plan are approved at the local level 
Identification 
Programming 
Program evaluation 
Teacher training 


South Dakota No 


— 5 
eee Yes No 
Washington Yes Yes State-required components of the plan are approved at the local level 
Identification 
Programming 
Tc eerainge 
West Virginia) 


Wyoming No 
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LEAs required | Local GT (ofeyan) ole) aC-lalmey men Mm e)(-lamacteleliaiale mc) =¥-Wr-le) e)gentc-1 i (0): 7-4) 


to submit re) Fe Valsy 
GT plans to F-Ve)o) ce)¥(-Xe Mm ov 
=} 7 (e):]t)) SEA (Q91) 
Summary Responses: 40 Responses: 18 Responses: 12 
Yes: 18 Yes: 12 Identification: 10 
No: 22 No: 6 Programming: 10 


Program evaluation: 8 

Teacher training: 8 

State-required components of the plan are approved at the local level: 6 
Definition of gifted and talented: 5 

Funding: 5 

Family engagement/involvement: 4 

Personnel: 6 

Other (please specify): 3 
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Table 22: Gifted Education Administrators 


LEAs must have GT GT administrator Percent of LEAs with full-time GT GT administrator must have 
administrator (Q94) must be full time FXelaalialtyir-tce) mm (@):1<)) (eum ce-Ualiale (OLA) 


(oT) 


Alabama 


Alaska 

Arizona No Data not available at this time. 

Arkansas Yes No 80% Yes 

California No The CDE does not collect this data. 

Colorado Yes No 65 No 

Connecticut Yes No 100% of districts are required to have a No 
Special Education Coordinator 

Delaware No 5% 

D.C. No 

Florida No 

Georgia No 

Hawaii No None 

Idaho Yes No 40% No 

Illinois No Unknown 

Indiana Yes No 0% No 

lowa No 

Kansas No Data not available or collected. 

Kentucky Yes No Unknown No 

Louisiana Yes No 34.30% No 

Maine No (6) 

Maryland No 50 

Massachusetts 

Michigan 

Minnesota 

Mississippi No 5% 
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LEAs must have GT GT administrator Percent of LEAs with full-time GT GT administrator must have 
administrator (Q94) must be full time Xela lial tiie. tce) am (@):1<)) (eum ce-Ualialem (OLA) 
(ok) 


Missouri No 1% 

Montana No Unknown - very few - less than 5 districts that 
are known to have a full-time program 
lead/director 

Nebraska 


Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 


New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 


Pennsylvania Less than 1% 


Rhode Island 

South Carolina No 25% 

South Dakota No 

Tennessee No 

Texas No 50% 

Utah No We have no data to answer this question. 

Vermont 

Virginia Yes No 25% No 
Washington No Do not collect this data 


West Virginia 


Wisconsin Yes No Data not reported. No 


- 
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Wyoming 
Summary 


LEAs must have GT 
administrator (Q94) 


No 
Responses: 40 


Yes: 10 
No: 30 


GT administrator 
must be full time 


(oT) 


Responses: 10 


Yes: 0 
No: 10 


Percent of LEAs with full-time GT 
FXelaalialtyie-tce) am (@):]<)) 


29% 
Responses: 30 


GT administrator must have 
(eum ce-Ualialem (OLA) 


Responses: 10 


Yes: 1 
No: 9 
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Table 23: Gifted and Talented Delivery Models by Grade 


Alabama 


Alaska 
Arizona 


Arkansas 


Top delivery models in 
Pre-K, kindergarten 


(Q99, Q100) 


1. Regular classroom 
2. Other: Differentiated 
Curriculum and 

Instruction 

3. Independent study 

4. Other: Subject 
acceleration 

5. Continuous 
progress/self-paced 
learning 


1. Regular classroom 

2. Cluster classrooms 

3. Continuous 
progress/self-paced 
learning 

4. Telescoped learning 

5. Resource room 


1. Other: A program of 
whole group 
enrichment is 
conducted in every 
K-2 classroom (30 
minutes per week, by 
a licensed GT 
teacher or under the 
supervision of a 
licensed GT teacher) 
to provide services 
and collect long-term 
observational data 
for identification. 


Top delivery models in 
early elementary (Q102, 
oy Kee)) 


1. Regular classroom 

2. Resource room 

3. Other: Differentiated 
Curriculum and 
Instruction 

4. Other: subject 
acceleration 

5. Other: Grade 
acceleration 


Regular classroom 
Cluster classrooms 
Continuous 
progress/self-passed 
learning 

4. Telescoped learning 
5. Resource room 


CIS ES 


1. Other: A program of 
whole group 
enrichment is 
conducted in every 
K-2 classroom (30 
minutes per week, by 
a licensed GT 
teacher or under the 
supervision of a 
licensed GT teacher) 
to provide services 
and collect long-term 
observational data 
for identification. The 
majority of school 
districts conduct 
formal identification 
at the end of 2nd 
grade and some 
continue whole group 


a Ke) oel-y1\(-) avminveye (=) ma) 
upper elementary 
‘(oh Ku }oya oh Kol) 


Calg 9 |) [= 


t= 


3. 
4. 
5. 


Resource classroom 
Regular classrooms 
Other: Differentiated 
Curriculum and 
Instruction 

Subject acceleration 
Independent study 


Regular classroom 
Cluster classrooms 
Subject acceleration 
Telescoped learning 
Resource room 


Resource room 
Other: Pre-AP 
courses in subject 
specific areas with a 
trained teacher. 


Documentation of the 


differentiation in the 
classes is submitted 
to a licensed GT 
teacher ona 
quarterly basis for 
review. 

Subject acceleration 
Cluster classrooms 
International 
Baccalaureate 
(primary years 
program) 


Top delivery models in 
rye (el (=mcxeq plore) (OM Kote 
oy Key:)) 


1. Honors/advance 
coursework 

2. Regular classroom 

3. Other: Differentiated 
Curriculum and 
Instruction 

4. Subject acceleration 

5. Resource room 


Regular classroom 
Honors/advance 
coursework 

Subject acceleration 
Continuous 
progress/self-passed 
learning 

Cluster classrooms 


Other: Pre-AP 
courses in core 
subject specific areas 
with a trained 
teacher. 
Documentation of the 
differentiation in the 
classes is submitted 
to a licensed GT 
teacher ona 
quarterly basis for 
review. 

2. Other: Regular 
classroom (core 
subjects) with 
required 
documentation of 
differentiated 
curriculum submitted 
to a licensed GT 


=—O WE 


o1 


Top delivery models in 
alte La iesxed ayeye) mt (Oi ii 
Q112) 


1. Honors/advance 
coursework 

AP (College Board) 
Regular classroom 
Virtual classroom/ 
coursework 

Credit by 
demonstrated 
mastery 


Gl =a 


Honors/advance 
coursework 

2. Subject acceleration 
3. Self-paced learning 
4. AP (College Board) 
5. Dual enrollment (in 
college) 


1. Other: Pre-AP 
courses in core 
subject specific areas 
with a trained 
teacher. 
Documentation of the 
differentiation in the 
classes is submitted 
to a licensed GT 
teacher ona 
quarterly basis for 
review. 

2. AP (College Board) 

3. Other: Regular 
classroom (core 
subjects) with 
required 
documentation of 
differentiated 
curriculum submitted 
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California 
Colorado 


Connecticut 
Delaware 


D.C. 
Florida 
Georgia 


Hawaii 


Top delivery models in 
Pre-K, kindergarten 


(Q99, Q100) 


Not possible to estimate 


1. Regular classroom 

2. Continuous 
progress/self-paced 
learning 

3. Independent study 

4. Magnet schools 

5. Resource room 


Not possible to estimate 


1. Cluster classrooms 

2. Self-contained 
classroom 

3. Regular classroom 

4. Continuous 
progress/self-paced 
learning 

5. Resource room 


Not possible to estimate 
Not possible to estimate 


1. Resource room 
2. Cluster classrooms 


Not possible to estimate 


me) ome l-dIaVc-lavmivexe(:) (oma) 
early elementary (Q102, 
oy Ke) 


enrichment through 
3rd grade. Formal 
identification must 
occur by 4th grade. 


Not possible to estimate 


1. Regular classroom 

2. Continuous 
progress/self-passed 
learning 

3. Cluster classrooms 

4. Resource room 

5. Magnet schools 


Not possible to estimate 


Regular classroom 
Cluster classrooms 
Self-contained 
classroom 

Resource room 
Continuous 
progress/self-passed 
learning 


Ses CS 


Not possible to estimate 
Not possible to estimate 


1. Resource room 
2. Cluster classrooms 


Regular classroom 
Cluster classrooms 
Self-contained 
classroom 


CS 


Top delivery models in 
upper elementary 
‘(oh Ke }oya oh Kol)) 


Not possible to estimate 


Subject acceleration 
Independent study 
Telescoped learning 
Cluster classrooms 
Resource room 


Gils CIs) = 


Not possible to estimate 


1. Regular classroom 

2. Cluster classrooms 

3. Self-contained 
classroom 

4. Continuous 
progress/self-passed 
learning 

5. Resource room 


Not possible to estimate 
Not possible to estimate 


1. Resource room 

2. Cluster classrooms 

3. Self-contained 
classroom 


Regular classroom 
Cluster classrooms 
Self-contained 
classroom 


GIS 


Top delivery models in 
rye (el (=mcxeq aLoxe) (OM Kote 
oy Kes) 


teacher ona 
quarterly basis for 
review. 

Resource room 
Subject acceleration 
Magnet schools 


eues es 


Not possible to estimate 


Subject acceleration 
Honors/advance 
coursework 

Regular classroom 
Resource room 
Cluster classrooms 


SSC Wi 


Not possible to estimate 


Regular classroom 
Resource room 

AP (College Board) 
International 
Baccalaureate 
(middle years 
program) 

5. Cluster classrooms 


a 


Not possible to estimate 
Not possible to estimate 


1. Honors/advance 
coursework 

2. Cluster classrooms 

3. Self-contained 
classroom 


1. Honors/advance 
coursework 

2. Cluster classrooms 

3. Virtual classroom/ 


Top delivery models in 
late La ie=xeayeye) i (Os ie ii 
ok) 


to a licensed GT 
teacher ona 
quarterly basis for 


review. 

4. Dual enrollment (in 
college) 

5. Virtual classroom/ 
coursework 


Not possible to estimate 


AP (College Board) 
Subject acceleration 
Honors/advance 
coursework 

Dual enrollment (in 
college) 
International 
Baccalaureate 


ooo BOS 


Not possible to estimate 


AP (College Board) 
Honors/advance 
coursework 
International 
Baccalaureate 
Dual enrollment (in 
college) 

Virtual classroom/ 
coursework 


A =e OO Wie 


Not possible to estimate 
Not possible to estimate 


1. AP (College Board) 

2. Honors/advance 
coursework 

3. Cluster classrooms 


1. AP (College Board) 

2. Dual enrollment (in 
college) 

3. Regional Performing 
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Idaho 


Illinois 
Indiana 


lowa 


Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 


Top delivery models in 
Pre-K, kindergarten 


(Q99, Q100) 


Not possible to estimate 


Not possible to estimate 


Regular classroom 
Cluster classrooms 
Resource room 
Continuous 
progress/self-paced 
learning 

5. Self-contained 
classroom 


a GIS 


Not possible to estimate 


Not possible to estimate 
Not possible to estimate 


1. Self-contained 
classroom 
Resource room 
Regular classroom 
Cluster classrooms 
Other: Resource 
Centers 


Cal gS 9) [NS 


me) ome l-dIaV(-lavaivexe(:) oma) 
early elementary (Q102, 
oy Kee) 


4. Other: Project-based 
learning pull-out 
programs across 
grade levels 


Not possible to estimate 


Regular classroom 
Cluster classrooms 
Resource room 
Self-contained 
classroom 
Continuous 
progress/self-passed 
learning 


ge ES SE 


Or. 


Resource room 
Cluster classrooms 
Telescoped learning 
Continuous 
progress/self-passed 
learning 


a eS = 


Not possible to estimate 
Not possible to estimate 


1. Resource room 

2. Regular classroom 

3. Self-contained 
classroom 

4. Other: Resource 
center 

5. Virtual classroom/ 
coursework 


Top delivery models in 
upper elementary 
‘(oh Ku }oya oh Kol)) 


4. Subject acceleration 
5. Other: Project-based 
pull-out programs 

across grade levels 


Not possible to estimate 


Not possible to estimate 


Cluster classrooms 
Self-contained 
classroom 
Resource room 
Regular classroom 
Subject acceleration 


Glee) Wie 


Cluster classrooms 
Resource room 
Honors/advance 
coursework 


CS 


Not possible to estimate 
Not possible to estimate 


Resource room 
Regular classroom 
Subject acceleration 
Magnet schools 
Self-contained 
classroom 


Cal oS 23) [9 [= 


Top delivery models in 
rye (el (=moxeq aLoxe) (OM Kote 
oy Ke:)) 


coursework 
4. Regular classroom 
5. Self-contained 
classroom 


Not possible to estimate 


Not possible to estimate 


1. Honors/advance 
coursework 
Self-contained 
classroom 

Regular classroom 
Resource room 
Cluster classrooms 


Clee) 


= 


AP (College Board) 


Not possible to estimate 
Not possible to estimate 


Resource room 
Honors/advance 
coursework 

Subject acceleration 
Magnet schools 
Regular classroom 


Cisse) MS 


Top delivery models in 
late La me=xe ayeye) i (Oia ii 


feos) 


Arts 

Subject acceleration 
International 
Baccalaureate 


AP (College Board) 
Honors/advance 
coursework 

Dual enrollment (in 
college) 

Regional 
math/science school 
International 
Baccalaureate 


ore 


Gos © Sir 


Not possible to estimate 


AP (College Board) 
Honors/advance 
coursework 

Dual enrollment (in 
college) 

Subject acceleration 
International 
Baccalaureate 


1. AP (College Board) 

2. Dual enrollment (in 
college) 

3. Virtual classroom/ 
coursework 


Ge 2) ie 


Not possible to estimate 
Not possible to estimate 


1. Resource room 
2. AP (College Board) 
3. Dual enrollment (in 
college) 

4. Magnet schools 

5. Virtual classroom/ 
coursework 
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Top delivery models in 
late La me=xes ayeye) i (Oia ix ie 
ok) 


Top delivery models in 


Top delivery models in 
early elementary (Q102, 
oy Ke)) 


Top delivery models in 
upper elementary 
(Q105, Q106) 


Top delivery models in 
rye (el (=mcxeq aLoxe) (OM Kote y 
oy Ke}:)) 


Pre-K, kindergarten 
‘(ol:}: rey Kole) 


Maine Regular classroom 1. Regular classroom 1. Resource room 1. Regular classroom 1. AP (College Board) 
Continuous 2. Continuous 2. Cluster classrooms 2. Resource room 2. Credit by 
progress/self-paced progress/self-passed 3. Continuous 3. Subject acceleration demonstrated 
learning learning progress/self-passed 4. Continuous mastery 
Independent study 3. Independent study learning progress/self-passed 3. Honors/advance 

4. Virtual classroom/ 4. Subject acceleration learning coursework 
coursework 5. Independent study 4. Virtual high school 
5. Magnet schools 

Maryland Not possible to estimate Not possible to estimate Not possible to estimate Not possible to estimate Not possible to estimate 

Massachusetts 

Michigan 

Minnesota Not possible to estimate 1. Regular classroom 1. Regular classroom 1. Regular classroom 1. AP (College Board) 

2. Telescopedlearning 2. Cluster classrooms 2. Honors/advance 2. Dual enrollment (in 

3. Resource room 3. Resource room coursework college) 

4. Cluster classrooms 4. Telescoped learning 3. Telescopedlearning 3. Virtual high school 

5. Self-contained 5. Self-contained 4. Cluster classrooms 4. Mentorships 
classroom classroom 5. Magnet schools 5. Magnet schools 

Mississippi Not possible to estimate 1. Self-contained 1. Self-contained 1. Self-contained Not possible to estimate 

classroom classroom classroom’ 
2. Magnet schools 2. Magnet schools 2. Magnet schools 
3. Regional 3. Regional 3. Regional 
math/science school math/science school math/science school 
4. Regional performing 4. Regional performing 4. Regional performing 
arts school arts school arts school 
5. Subject acceleration 5. International 
Baccalaureate 
(middle years 
program) 
Missouri Not possible to estimate 1. Resource room 1. Resource room 1. Resource room 1. Dual enrollment (in 
2. Magnet schools 2. Magnet schools 2. Magnet schools college) 
3. Independent study 3. Cluster classrooms 3. Self-contained 2. Honors/advance 
4. Cluster classrooms 4. Virtual classroom/ classroom coursework 
5. Virtual classroom/ coursework 4. Cluster classrooms 3. AP (College Board) 
coursework 5. Self-contained 5. Virtual classroom/ 4. International 
classroom coursework Baccalaureate 
5. Magnet schools 
Montana Not possible to estimate Not possible to estimate Not possible to estimate Not possible to estimate 1. AP (College Board) 
2. International 
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Nebraska 
Nevada 


New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 


North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 


Top delivery models in 


Pre-K, kindergarten 
‘(ol:}: ey Kole) 


Not possible to estimate 


Resource room 
Self-contained 
classroom 

Regular classroom 
Independent study 
Continuous 
progress/self-paced 
learning 


Giese) ie 


Not possible to estimate 


Regular classroom 
Other: Subject 
acceleration 
Resource room 
Other: Enrichment 
Independent study 


Caer tee) ISM 


Not possible to estimate 


Not possible to estimate 
Not possible to estimate 
Not possible to estimate 


me) ome l-dIaVc-lavaivexe(:) oma) 
early elementary (Q102, 
oy Ke)) 


Not possible to estimate 


Regular classroom 
Cluster classrooms 
Magnet schools 
Continuous 
progress/self-passed 
learning 

5. Self-contained 
classroom 


gm GS IS = 


Not possible to estimate 


Regular classroom 
Resource room 
Cluster room 

Other: Subject 
acceleration/differenti 
ation/extension 


a GS 


Not possible to estimate 


Not possible to estimate 
Not possible to estimate 
Not possible to estimate 


Top delivery models in 
upper elementary 
(Q105, Q106) 


Not possible to estimate 


1. Cluster classrooms 

2. Regular classroom 

3. Continuous 
progress/self-passed 
learning 

4. Dual enrollment 

5. Mentorships 


Not possible to estimate 


Cluster classrooms 
Resource room 
Other: Subject 
acceleration/ 
differentiation/ 
extension 

4. Independent study 
5. Honors/advance 
coursework 


CoS = 


Not possible to estimate 


Not possible to estimate 
Not possible to estimate 


1. Self-contained 
classroom 

2. Magnet schools 

3. Other: Summer/ 
Weekend (Arts) 


Top delivery models in 
rye (el (=m=xeq store) (OM Kote y 
oj Ke}:)) 


Not possible to estimate 


Magnet schools 
Cluster classrooms 
Dual enrollment 
Regular classroom 
Continuous 
progress/self-passed 
learning 


Cal oS €9 INES 


Not possible to estimate 


1. Cluster classrooms 

2. Honors/advance 
coursework 

3. Subject acceleration 

4. Other: Classroom 
Differentiation/Extens 
ion - in all areas 

5. Regular classroom 


Not possible to estimate 


Not possible to estimate 
Not possible to estimate 


1. Honors/advance 
coursework 

2. Self-contained 
classroom 

3. Magnet schools 

4. Other: 


Top delivery models in 
ace La me=xe ayeye) mt (Os ia ii 
Q112) 


Baccalaureate 
Not possible to estimate 


AP (College Board) 
Dual enrollment (in 
college) 
Honors/advance 
coursework 
International 
Baccalaureate 
Magnet schools 


QQ = © NE 


Not possible to estimate 


1. Honors/advance 
coursework 

2. AP (College Board) 

3. Other: Differentiated 
instruction and 
extension 

4. Dual enrollment (in 


college) 
Subject acceleration 


Not possible to estimate 


Not possible to estimate 


Not possible to estimate 


1. Honors/advance 
coursework 
Telescoped learning 
AP (College Board) 
Virtual classroom/ 
coursework 


= 2) 
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South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 


Utah 


Vermont 
Virginia 


Washington 


Top delivery models in 
Pre-K, kindergarten 


(Q99, Q100) 


Not possible to estimate 


1. Regular classroom 
2. Cluster classrooms 
3. Resource room 


Not possible to estimate 


Cluster classrooms 
Resource room 
Other: Resource 
teacher collaborates 
with regular 
classroom teacher 
4. Self-contained 
classroom 
5. Magnet schools 


CIS [= 


1. Other Differentiated 
Instruction 

Cluster classrooms 
Other: Enrichment; 

Other: Grade level 


pe) 


Top delivery models in 
early elementary (Q102, 
oy Kee) 


Not possible to estimate 


Regular classroom 
Resource room 
Cluster classrooms 
Magnet schools 


aoe IST 


Cluster classrooms 
Regular classroom 
Magnet schools 


GINS) 


Cluster classrooms 

Resource room 

Other: Resource 

teacher works 

collaboratively with 

regular classroom 

teacher 

4. Self-contained 
classroom 

5. Magnet schools 


1. Other: Differentiated 
Instruction 

Cluster classrooms 
Other: Enrichment 
Self-contained 


GOS I= 


Bee) pS) 


Top delivery models in 
upper elementary 
(Q105, Q106) 


Not possible to estimate 


1. Regular classroom 
2. Cluster classrooms 
3. Resource room 

4. Subject acceleration 
5. Magnet schools 


Cluster classrooms 
Regular classroom 
Magnet schools 
Subject acceleration 
Telescoped learning 


(Onl gS 29) INS) [= 


1. Cluster classrooms 

2. Self-contained 
classroom 

3. Magnet schools 

4. Honors/advance 
coursework 

5. Subject acceleration 


Other: Differentiated 
Instruction 

Cluster classrooms 
Enrichment; 
Self-contained 


i 


PWN 


Top delivery models in 
rye (el (=mcxeq aCoxe) (OM Kote 
oy Ke}:)) 


Summer/Weekend 
(Arts) 
5. Virtual school 


Not possible to estimate 


1. Regular classroom 
2. Honors/advance 
coursework 
Self-contained 
classroom 

AP (College Board) 
Independent study 


Cluster classrooms 
Regular classroom 
Honors/advance 
coursework 
Magnet schools 
AP (College Board) 


Cea! OF OO 


[= 


Honors/advance 
coursework 

Cluster classrooms 
Self-contained 
classroom 

Magnet schools 
Subject acceleration 


ClesS ope 


1. Other: Differentiated 
Instruction 

2. Subject acceleration 

3. Honors/advance 
coursework 


Top delivery models in 
aye] ame=xeayeye) i (Oia ii 
ok) 


5. Magnet schools 


Not possible to estimate 


AP (College Board) 
International 
Baccalaureate 
Honors/advance 
coursework 
Magnet schools 
Regular classroom 


moe OS NP 


Dual enrollment (in 
college) 

AP (College Board) 
Honors/advance 
coursework 

Virtual classroom/ 
coursework 

Credit by 
demonstrated 
mastery 


Gl gs ES hs) 


AP (College Board) 
Honors/advance 
coursework 

Dual enrollment (in 
college) 
International 
Baccalaureate 
Magnet schools 


GQ ge £9 SP 


AP (College Board) 
Honors/advance 
coursework 

Subject acceleration 
Dual enrollment (in 


pee Si 
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Top delivery models in 
rye (el (=m=xeq aCoxe) (OM Kote y 


Top delivery models in 
ace La mesxeayeye) i (Oia ii 
Q112) 


Top delivery models in me) ome l-yIaVc-lavmivexe(:) (oma) Top delivery models in 
Pre-K, kindergarten early elementary (Q102, | upper elementary 
‘(ol:}: ey Kole) oy Ke)) (Q105, Q106) 


advancement classroom classroom 4. Other: Academic college) 

5. Other: Curriculum 5. Other: Pull-out 5. Academic Competitions 5. Other: Differentiated 
compacting service Competitions 5. Other: Cluster Instruction 

classrooms 
Wisconsin 1. Regular classroom 1. Regular classroom 1. Regular classroom 1. Regular classroom 1. AP (College Board) 

2. Other: Pull-out 2. Other: Flexible 2. Other: Intervention 2. Other: Intervention 2. Honors/advance 
program grouping within the Block/Time Block/Time coursework 

3. Other: Subject and/or classroom and 3. Virtual classroom/ 3. Honors/advance 3. Dual enrollment (in 
grade acceleration among classrooms coursework coursework college) 

3. Other: Intervention 4. Subject and/or grade 4. Virtual classroom/ 4. Virtual classroom/ 
Block/Time acceleration coursework coursework 

4. Resource room 5. Resource room 5. Other: Subject and/or 5. International 

5. Other: Subject and/or grade acceleration Baccalaureate 
grade acceleration 

Wyoming Not possible to estimate 1. Other: Enrichment Not possible to estimate Not possible to estimate 1. Dual enrollment (in 
opportunities college) 

2. Other: Modification of 2. Virtual classroom/ 
grade level coursework 
curriculum 3. Other: enrichment 

3. Other: After school Opportunities 
clubs/activities 4. Other: After school 

4. Cluster classrooms clubs/activities 

5. Continuous 5. Other: Modification of 
progress/self-passed grade level 


learning 


curriculum 


Summary 


Responses: 39 


Not possible to estimate: 
24 


Regular classroom: 11 
Resource room: 10 
Cluster classrooms: 8 


Continuous progress/self- 
paced learning: 7 


Independent study: 5 


Self-contained classroom: 
5 


Magnet schools: 2 
Telescoped learning: 1 
Other: 13 


Responses: 38 


Not possible to estimate: 
16 


Cluster classrooms: 15 
Regular classroom: 14 
Resource room: 14 


Self-contained classroom: 


9 


Continuous progress/self- 
passed learning: 8 


Magnet schools: 7 

Telescoped learning: 4 

Virtual 
classroom/coursework: 
3 

Regional math/science 
school: 1 

Regional performing arts 
school: 1 

Other: 17 


Responses: 39 


Not possible to estimate: 
17 


Cluster classrooms: 17 
Resource room: 15 
Subject acceleration: 12 
Regular classroom: 11 


Self-contained classroom: 


11 


Self-contained classroom: 


7 
Magnet schools: 7 
Independent study: 4 
Telescoped learning: 4 
Continuous progress/self- 
passed learning: 3 


Honors/advance 
coursework: 3 


Virtual classroom/ 
coursework: 2 


Dual enrollment: 1 

International 
Baccalaureate (primary 
years program): 1 

Mentorships: 1 

Regional math/science 
school: 1 


Regional performing arts 
school: 1 


Virtual school: 0 
Other: 7 


Responses: 39 


Not possible to estimate: 
17 


Honors/advanced 
coursework: 15 


Regular classroom: 14 
Cluster classrooms: 13 
Subject acceleration: 11 
Magnet schools: 9 
Resource room: 8 


Sera. classroom: 
AP (College Board); 4 
Continuous progress/self- 
passed learning: 3 
Virtual classroom/ 
coursework: 3 
International 
Baccalaureate (middle 
years program): 2 
Independent study: 1 
International 
Dual enrollment: 1 
Mentorships: 1 


Regional math/science 
school: 1 


Regional performing arts 
school: 1 


Telescoped learning: 1 
Virtual school: 1 
Other: 9 


Responses: 39 


Not possible to estimate: 
15 


AP (College Board): 23 

Dual enrollment (in 
college): 18 

Honors/advance 
coursework: 17 


International 
Baccalaureate: 11 


Magnet schools: 8 


Virtual classroom/ 
coursework: 7 


Subject acceleration: 6 


Credit by demonstrated 
mastery: 3 


Cluster classroom: 2 

Regular classroom: 2 
Cluster classrooms: 1 
Mentorships: 1 


Regional math/science 
school: 1 


Regional performing arts 
school: 1 


Resource room: 1 
Self-paced learning: 1 
Telescoped learning: 1 
Virtual high school: 1 
Other: 7 
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Table 24: Acceleration Policies and Practices 
State acceleration 
reXe) [feava (Oy 29) 


State policy on 
Kindergarten early 


AT ecNCoM Glave(claerclacclaMlaliavar-le(-Melmelelmelimel-i-m (OM ME.)) 
Criteria to determine early Kindergarten entrance (Q117) 


Alabama 


Alaska 


Arizona 


Arkansas 
California 


Colorado 


Connecticut 
Delaware 
D.C. 

Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 


Idaho 


State policy specifically 
permits 


State policy specifically 
permits 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 


State policy specifically 
permits 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 

State policy specifically 
permits 

State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 

State policy specifically 
permits 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 


entrance (Q116) 


State policy does not 
permit 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 


State policy does not 
permit 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 

State policy specifically 
permits 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 


State policy does not 
permit 


State policy does not 
permit 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


State policy does not 
permit 


Must be 5 years of age on or before Sept. 1 


Five years of age if the child reaches the age of five before September 1 of the current 
school year. 


The governing board may admit children who have not reached the required age as 
prescribed by this subsection if it is determined to be in the best interest of the children. 
Such children must reach the required age of five for kindergarten and six for first 
grade by January 1 of the current school year. (ARS 15-821) 

A child must be 5 on or before August 1 in the year of initial enrollment. 

Must 5 be years of age by September 1. 


5 by October 1 


http://www.cde.state.co.us/gt/lawsregs (Early Access begins on p.113, 12.08, of Rules) 
Age 5 by January 1. 


Must be 5 by August 31 


5 by Sept. 1 
Must be 5 by Sept 1 
Must be 5 by June 1st 


Must be 5 by Sept. 1 
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State acceleration 
reXe) [feava (Oy R29) 


State policy on 
Kindergarten early 


Yalie-laler-m (OM MK) 


PT ecNicM Glave(claerclacclaMlaliava-le(-Melmelel meri mel-1i-m (OM ME.) 


Criteria to determine early Kindergarten entrance (Q117) 


Illinois No state policy, up to No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine LEA to determine 
Indiana No state policy, up to No state policy, up to 5 years on or before August 1 
LEA to determine LEA to determine 
lowa State policy leaves LEA State policy does not 5 years by September 15 
to determine permit 
Kansas State policy specifically State policy does not Must be 5 by Sept 1 
permits permit 
Kentucky State policy specifically | State policy specifically | October 1, in 2017-18 will change to August 1 
permits permits It is an LEA decision; however, the state has posted guidelines. 
Louisiana State policy leaves LEA State policy leaves LEA Child must be 5 years old by September 30 
to determine to determine 
Maine No state policy, up to State policy does not Must be 5 by October 15th 
LEA to determine permit 
Maryland No state policy, up to State policy specifically | Student must be 5 years of age by September 1. 
LEA to determine permits 
The local board of education shall adopt a regulation permitting a 4-year-old child, 
upon request by the parent or guardian, to be admitted to kindergarten if the local 
superintendent of schools (or designee) determines that the child demonstrates 
capabilities warranting early admission. The regulation shall include a provision for 
promotion of the 5-year-old child to first grade if the local superintendent or designee 
determines that the child demonstrates capabilities warranting promotion to first grade. 
http://www.dsd.state.md.us/comar/comarhtml/13a/13a.08.01.02.htm 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
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State acceleration State policy on PT ecNCcM Glave(-laerclacclaMlaliava-le(-Melmeleimelimel-1i-m (OMB E.))] 


policy (Q114) Kindergarten early Criteria to determine early Kindergarten entrance (Q117) 
entrance (Q116) 


Minnesota State policy specifically | State policy specifically | Children must be five by September 1st or may be considered for early entrance upon 
permits permits a comprehensive evaluation. Districts/schools are required to adopt a procedure for 
early admission to kindergarten or fist grade for gifted and talented children through a 
comprehensive assessment process. 


School districts must adopt procedures for early admission to kindergarten or first 
grade for gifted and talented learners that include a comprehensive evaluation in 
cognitive, social, and emotional development domains. The procedures must be 
sensitive to underrepresented groups. 
https://www.revisor.leg.state.mn.us/statutes/?id=120B.15 


Process and procedures for comprehensive evaluation in cognitive, social, and 
emotional developmental domains to help determine the child's ability to meet 
kindergarten grade expectations and progress to first grade in the subsequent year. 
The comprehensive evaluation must use valid and reliable instrumentation, be aligned 
with state kindergarten expectations, and include a parent report and teacher 
observations of the child's knowledge, skills, and abilities. 


Mississippi State policy specifically State policy does not Must be 5 by September 1 
permits permit 
Missouri No state policy, up to State policy does not Must be 5 by August 1 
LEA to determine permit 
Montana State policy leaves LEA State policy leaves LEA 5 Years old by September 10th 
to determine to determine 
Nebraska No state policy, up to No state policy, up to Must be 5 by July 31 
LEA to determine LEA to determine 
Nevada No state policy, up to No state policy, up to Must be 5 by June 1 
LEA to determine LEA to determine 
New Jersey No state policy, up to No state policy, up to N.J.S.A.18A:38-5 stipulates that local school districts can establish a cut-off date for 
LEA to determine LEA to determine kindergarten entry on October 1 or later 


New Mexico 
New York 
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North Carolina 


North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 


Oregon 


Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 


Texas 


Utah 


Vermont 


Virginia 


State acceleration 
exe) [feava (Oy 29) 


State policy specifically 
permits 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 


State policy specifically 
permits 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 

State policy specifically 
permits 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 


State policy on 
Kindergarten early 
Yalie-laler=m (OM Ms) 


State policy specifically 
permits 


State policy does not 
permit 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


State policy does not 
permit 


State policy leaves LEA 

to determine 

State policy specifically 
permits 


State policy does not 
permit 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 


PT ecNicM Glave(claerclacclamlaliavar-le(-Melmelei meri mel-1(-m (OM ME.) 
Criteria to determine early Kindergarten entrance (Q117) 


Must be 5 by August 31 


In legislation 
http://www. earlylearning.nc.gov/Kindergarten2Grade3/KEarlyAdmission.asp 


Must be 5 by September ist 


The child must be 5 by January 15th 


Must be 5 by September 1 


Must be 5 by August 15. 


A child must be at least five years of age on September 1 of the school year to be 
eligible to attend a kindergarten program. 


A student younger than five years of age is entitled to the benefits of the Foundation 
School Program if: 

(1) the student performs satisfactorily on the assessment instrument administered 
under Section 39.023(a) to students in the third grade; and 

(2) the district has adopted a policy for admitting students younger than five years of 
age. 


Must be 5 by September 1st. 


Must be 5 by September 30. 
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State acceleration State policy on PT ecNicM Glave(claerclacclamlaliavar-le(-Melmelei meri mel-1i-m (OM ME.) 
policy (Q114) Kindergarten early Criteria to determine early Kindergarten entrance (Q117) 
Yalteclaler-m (OM MK) 


Washington No state policy, up to State policy leaves LEA Must be 5 by September 1. 
LEA to determine to determine 


Wisconsin State policy specifically | State policy specifically | Must be 5 by September 1 of the school year in which the student wants to enroll. 
permits permits 
LEA determines the criteria. 
Wyoming No state policy, up to No state policy, up to 5 on or before September 15. 
LEA to determine LEA to determine 
Summary Responses: 40 Responses: 39 Responses: 36, 7 


State policy specifically | State policy specifically 
permits: 13 


permits: 
State policy does not State policy does not 
permit: 0 permit: 
State policy leaves LEA _ State policy leaves LEA 
to determine: 12 to determine: 10 
No state policy, up to No state policy, up to 


LEA to determine: 15 LEA to determine: 9 


Table 25: Dual Enrollment Policies and Practices 
Dual enrollment in 
lay ie | amesxe akexe) ire lare| 


Coxe) | (=e (em- li Key i=1e| 


(oxEE:)) 


Earliest grade for dual 
Valco) liakevalmlamexe) |(-te(-) 


(ox) 


Earliest age for dual 
enrollment in college 


(0X74) 


alte} amsxed alele) met a-te lis 
CoTAV{=1a mie) mee) |(-te (2) 
courses (Q121) 


Pays tuition for dual 
Yale) liakeval ml amexe) | (-te(-) 


(0X72) 


Alabama 


Alaska 


Arizona 


Arkansas 


California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
D.C. 


Florida 


Georgia 


Hawaii 


State policy specifically 
permits 


State policy specifically 
permits 


State policy specifically 
permits 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 

State policy specifically 
permits 

State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 

State policy specifically 
permits 

State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 

State policy specifically 
permits 


State policy specifically 
permits 

State policy specifically 
permits 


Other: Policy states students 


at Grade 10. However, 
gifted students can begin 
earlier with consent from 
school superintendent and 
college 


Other: For Dual Enrollment, 
all students enrolled for 
college credit shall be high 
school juniors or seniors. 


Grade 9 


Grade 9 


Grade 9 


Other: 6th 


Left to LEA to determine 


Grade 10 


Other: Policy states students 
at Grade 10. However, 
gifted students can begin 
earlier with consent from 
school superintendent and 
college 


Left to LEA to determine 


Other: Student must have 
“successfully completed 
8th grade," but there is no 
age requirement. 


Left to LEA to determine 


Age 14 


Other: Grade is specified but 
not age so anyone in 
grade 6+ can do so. 


Left to LEA to determine 


Left to LEA to determine 


State policy 
specifically permits 


State policy 
specifically permits 


State policy 
specifically permits 


State policy 
specifically permits 


State policy leaves 
LEA to determine 


State policy 
specifically permits 


State policy 
specifically permits 


State policy 
specifically permits 


Family 

Other: Sometimes, the 
school system 
receives grants to 
cover expenses. 


SEA 
LEA 
Family 


LEA 
Family 


LEA 
Family 


LEA 
Family 


LEA 


Other: GEAR-UP grants 
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Dual enrollment in 
lal ieLamesxed aveXe) ir-lare| 


Coxe) | (=e (-m- likey i=Le| 


Earliest grade for dual 
enrollment in college 


(ox) 


=F-Val(cto1ar-le (=m colame Urey 
Yale) iaeral mi amexe) |(-te(-) 


(0274) 


altel amsxed aleXe) met c-tolis 
roTAV{-1am cel mexe) |(-te(:) 
courses (Q121) 


Pays tuition for dual 
enrollment in college 


(05727) 


Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
lowa 


Kansas 


Kentucky 


Louisiana 


Maine 
Maryland 


Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 


Montana 


(oXEE:)) 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 

State policy specifically 
permits 

State policy specifically 
permits 


State policy specifically 
permits 


State policy specifically 
permits 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 


State policy specifically 
permits 


State policy specifically 
permits 

State policy specifically 
permits 

State policy specifically 
permits 


Grade 9 


Other: Grade 9; or if IEP 
indicates a need for 
concurrent enrollment prior 
to grade 9. 


Left to LEA to determine 


Other: Middle School 
Grades 


Other: State statute does 
not have an age 
requirement 


Grade 9 


Left to LEA to determine 


Grade 9 


Other: Not age specific. 


Other: Grade 9; or if IEP 
indicates a need for 
concurrent enrollment prior 
to grade 9. 


Left to LEA to determine 


Left to LEA to determine 


Other: State statute does 
not have an age 
requirement. 


Left to LEA to determine 


Left to LEA to determine 


Left to LEA to determine 


State policy 
specifically permits 


State policy 
specifically permits 


State policy 
specifically permits 


State policy 
specifically permits 


State policy 
specifically permits 


State policy 
specifically permits 


State policy 
specifically permits 


State policy 
specifically permits 


SEA 
LEA 


Family 


LEA 


SEA 
LEA 
Family 


SEA 
LEA 
Family 


LEA 
Family 


LEA 
Family 


Other: Varies - often the 
SEA 
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Dual enrollment in Earliest grade for dual =F-Val(cto1ar-le (=m colame Ure) altel amsxed aleXe) met c-tolis Pays tuition for dual 
alco Lamesxed avexe) ire lare| enrollment in college enrollment in college roTAV{-1amcelmexe) |(-te(3) enrollment in college 


Coxe) | (=e (=m- li Ke\ic=1e| (oR) ‘(oh 21)) courses (Q121) (oh) 
‘(oh BE:)) 


Nebraska No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


Nevada State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 


New Hampshire 


New Jersey State policy specifically Left to LEA to determine Left to LEA to determine State policy leaves LEA 
permits LEA to determine Family 
Other: This is a local 
decision. Depending 
in the articulation 
agreement, there may 
also be instances in 
which the institution of 
higher education may 
defray all or a portion 
of the dually or 
concurrently enrolled 
students’ tuition. 


New Mexico 

New York 

North Carolina = State policy specifically | Other: Grade 9 for Other: There is no age State policy SEA 

permits Cooperative Innovative restriction, only grade specifically permits LEA 

Schools; Grade 11 for level. Family 
other Career and College Other: For Career and 
Promise Pathway College Promise 
programs programs, the state 


pays. For individual 
district and student 
determined plans, an 
LEA or Family may 


pay. 


North Dakota 
Ohio 


Oklahoma State policy specifically Left to LEA to determine Left to LEA to determine State policy LEA 
permits specifically permits Family 
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Oregon 


Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 


Utah 


Vermont 


Virginia 


Washington 


West Virginia 


Wisconsin 


Wyoming 


Dual enrollment in 
ale Lamesxed avexe) ire lare| 
Coxe) | (=e (-m- likey ic=1e| 


State policy specifically 
permits 

State policy specifically 
permits 

State policy specifically 
permits 

State policy specifically 
permits 

State policy specifically 
permits 

State policy specifically 
permits 

State policy specifically 
permits 


State policy specifically 
permits 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


State policy specifically 
permits 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 


Earliest grade for dual 
enrollment in college 
(0) 


Left to LEA to determine 


Left to LEA to determine 


Left to LEA to determine 


Grade 11 


Grade 11 


Left to LEA to determine 


Grade 10 


Left to LEA to determine 


_ 


Grade 9 


Earliest age for dual 
Yale) tiaeralmiamexe) |(2te(:) 


Left to LEA to determine 
Left to LEA to determine 


Left to LEA to determine 


Left to LEA to determine 


Age 16 


Left to LEA to determine 


Other: Based on grade, not 


age. 


altel amsxed akeXe) met c-tolis 
iven for college 
ourses (Q121) 


Pays tuition for dual 
enrollment in college 


‘(oh 7) 


LEA 


Family 
State policy SEA 
specifically permits Family 
State policy LEA 
specifically permits Family 
State policy Family 
specifically permits 
No state policy, up to Family 


LEA to determine 


State policy leaves LEA 
LEA to determine Family 


State policy SEA 
specifically permits Other: Utah has a state 
appropriation that pays 
public high schools 
and higher ed 
institutions based on 
earned credit. 


State policy leaves 
LEA to determine 


Other: Determined by 
agreement between 
LEA and institution. 


Other: Certain 
programs, like 
transcripted credit, are 
tuition-free. 


State policy 
specifically permits 


Dual enrollment in Earliest grade for dual =F-Val(cto1 rele (=m col mme (Ure) alte] amsxed akeXe) met c=tolig Pays tuition for dual 


alte Lamesxed avete) ir-lare| Yale) fineval mame) |(ete(-) Yale) tia-val mi amexe) |(-te(-) CoTMV{-1aMcelmexe) |(-te(-) Yale) fiakeval mame) |(exe(:) 
Coxe) | (=e (-mr- li Key ic=1e| ‘(oh R:)) '(o}r21)) courses (Q121) ‘(oh i-72) 
‘(ok BE:)) 
Summary Responses: 40 Responses: 28 Responses: 26 Responses: 27 Responses: 27 
State policy specifically Leftto LEA to determine: 10 LefttoLEAtodetermine:16 State policy SEA: 19 
permits: 28 Grade 7: 0 Age 12: 0 specifically permits: = Family: 19 
State policy does not — Grade 8: 0 Age 13: 0 220 LEA: 17 
permit: 0 Grade 9:7 Age 14: 1 State policy does not Other: 8 
State policy leaves LEA Grade 10: 2 Age 15:0 permit: 0 


to determine: 7 State policy leaves 


. r 11:2 Age 16: 1 ces 
No state policy, up to : a 12:0 foe a 0 LEA to determine: 4 
LEA to determine: 5 TAO’ 26 Get: No state policy, up to 
Other: 7 Other: 8 LEA to determine: 1 
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Table 26: Dual Enrollment Policies and Practices (continued 


Co DIUE-VM-Valae) | (inlcvalmlamanice(el(-m-laremal(e|amxevateye) ir-l| (ey itc-re Mm (@) be) al felamexeaaele) mele-loler-iie)amera-lolima-rer-yat-(o Mm colmelUr-lm-Valce)iant-dals 
Vali KemTamatl(e(e| (-mcxer aleye) a (Oy WZ) 

Alabama State policy specifically permits State policy specifically permits 

Alaska 

Arizona State policy leaves LEA to determine 

Arkansas State policy leaves LEA to determine 

California No state policy, up to LEA to determine 

Colorado State policy leaves LEA to determine 

Connecticut No state policy, up to LEA to determine 

Delaware State policy leaves LEA to determine 

D.C. State policy leaves LEA to determine 

Florida State policy specifically permits State policy specifically permits 

Georgia 

Hawaii No state policy, up to LEA to determine 

Idaho State policy leaves LEA to determine 

Illinois No state policy, up to LEA to determine 

Indiana No state policy, up to LEA to determine 

lowa State policy leaves LEA to determine 

Kansas State policy specifically permits State policy specifically permits 

Kentucky State policy specifically permits State policy specifically permits 

Louisiana State policy specifically permits State policy specifically permits 

Maine No state policy, up to LEA to determine 

Maryland State policy leaves LEA to determine 

Massachusetts 

Michigan 

Minnesota State policy specifically permits State policy specifically permits 

Mississippi State policy leaves LEA to determine 

Missouri State policy specifically permits State policy specifically permits 
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DIUE-VM=Valae) | (iilcvalmiamanice(el(-mclaremal(e|amxeaveye) mr: ll (e)iic-rem (@) b5)) a lfelamexeaaele) mele-lolereiite)amera-\olimacver-ya-\o Mm colmelUr-lm-Jalce)|lani-tals 
alice i amarl(e(e| (-mcxer aveye) a (Oy b2-)) 


Montana State policy leaves LEA to determine 
Nebraska No state policy, up to LEA to determine 
Nevada to LEA to det 

New Hampshir 

New Jersey No state policy, up to LEA to determine 
New Mexico 


New York 
North Carolina = State policy does not permit 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 


Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island State policy leaves LEA to determine 

South Carolina _ State policy specifically permits State policy specifically permits 
South Dakota State policy does not permit 


aa = State policy leaves LEA to determine 

Utah State policy leaves LEA to determine 

leet No state policy, up to LEA to determine 

Washington State policy specifically permits State policy specifically permits 
Wisconsin State policy specifically permits State policy does not permit 
Wyoming State policy leaves LEA to determine 


DIUE-VM-Valae) | (inlcvalmlamanice(el(-mclaremal(e|amverateye) mr: ll (e)ii(-re Mm (@) 4) al felamexeaaele) mele-lolerciite)amera-\olimacver-ya-\omcolmelUr-lm-Jalce)ilan-tals 
Vi aliKemiamarl(e(e| (-m-xer aleye) im (Oy b2-)) 


Summary Responses: 38 Responses: 10 
State policy specifically permits: 10 State policy specifically permits: 9 
State policy does not permit: 2 State policy does not permit: 1 


State policy leaves LEA to determine: 16 
No state policy; up to LEA to determine: 10 
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Table 27: Proficiency-Based Promotion Policies and Practices 


State allows proficiency- WM CeNdatore (me) me(-linlolarcjicclafare| Advancement options after PST eclccw-U Comer eclelUrclitelamera-lolis 
lo-KX-10 Me] cod utleyd(o) alm (OM 2.) rel ceyiceat-yaleaya (OM 2°)) elaceyicel(-Vaveava (OM 44) ixe)iieclaelomele-toler-niCelam (@M—74s))] 


Alabama 


Alaska 


Arizona 


Arkansas 
California 


Colorado 


Connecticut 


Delaware 


D.C. 


State policy specifically permits 


State policy specifically permits 


State policy does not permit 


No state policy, up to LEA to 
determine 


State policy specifically permits 


State policy specifically permits 
State policy specifically permits 


State policy does not permit 


Left to LEA to determine 


Left to LEA to determine 

Other: All options above may 
potentially be leveraged by an 
LEA. 


Left to LEA to determine 

Standardized tests 

Portfolio 

Performance 

Other: Competency based or a 
credit by assessment pathway 
to graduation is a choice - few 
districts have chosen these 
paths. 


Performance 
Left to LEA to determine 


Left to LEA to determine 
Independent study 
Dual/concurrent enrollment 
Grad/course advancement 
Other: Onli 


Left to LEA to determine 

Other: All options above may 
potentially be leveraged by an 
LEA. 


Left to LEA to determine 
Individualized instruction 
Independent study 
Dual/concurrent enrollment 
Cross-grade grouping 
Cluster grouping 
Grad/course advancement 


Individualized education programs 


Internship 
Left to LEA to determine 


Left to LEA to determine 
Dual/concurrent enrollment 


Other: online learning - i.e. MOOC 


State policy specifically permits 


State policy specifically permits 


State policy leaves LEA to 
determine 


State policy specifically permits 


State policy leaves LEA to 
determine 
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State allows proficiency- WV Cet datore (ome) me(-Vunlelarciieclafare| Advancement options after PST EVCMl Couicmeleclolereii(ola merge is 
loy-KX-10 Me) colatleya(o) alm (Op 2.) elceyikeat=saleaya (OM 2:)) elaeyicer(-vaveava (OM 4A) Co WE-laekomele-Kelerenitol am (@)m2:)) 


Florida State policy specifically permits Left to LEA to determine Left to LEA to determine State policy specifically permits 
Standardized tests Individualized instruction 
Portfolio Correspondence courses 
Performance Independent study 
End of course assessment Dual/concurrent enrollment 


Cross-grade grouping 
Cluster grouping 
Individualized education programs 


Internship 

Georgia 
Hawaii No state policy, up to LEA to 

determine 
Idaho State policy leaves LEA to 

determine 
Illinois No state policy, up to LEA to 

determine 
Indiana State policy leaves LEA to 

determine 
lowa State policy leaves LEA to 

determine 
Kansas State policy specifically permits Left to LEA to determine Left to LEA to determine State policy specifically permits 
Kentucky State policy specifically permits | End of course assessment Grad/course advancement State policy specifically permits 
Louisiana State policy does not permit 
Maine State policy specifically permits Left to LEA to determine Left to LEA to determine State policy specifically permits 
Maryland State policy specifically permits | End of course assessment Left to LEA to determine State policy specifically permits 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 


223 


State allows proficiency- WV (ch datore (ome) me(-lunlelarciaeclafare| Advancement options after PST ENCMel Conuicmeleclolereii(ola merges 
based promotion (Q125) elceyikeat=saleaya (OM 12°) elaeyicer(-vaeava (O44) Co WE-laekomele-Kelerenitolam (@)i2:)) 


Minnesota State policy specifically permits Left to LEA to determine Left to LEA to determine State policy specifically permits 
Multiple choice test Individualized instruction 
Essay Correspondence courses 
Lab experiments Independent study 
Standardized tests Dual/concurrent enrollment 
Oral exam Cross-grade grouping 
Portfolio Cluster grouping 
Performance Grad/course advancement 
End of course assessment Individualized education programs 
Internship 
Mississippi No state policy, up to LEA to 
determine 
Missouri State policy specifically permits Left to LEA to determine Left to LEA to determine State policy specifically permits 
End of course assessment Dual/concurrent enrollment 
Montana State policy leaves LEA to 
determine 
Nebraska No state policy, up to LEA to 
determine 
Nevada State policy specifically permits Left to LEA to determine Grad/course advancement State policy specifically permits 


New Hampshire 
New Jersey State policy specifically permits Left to LEA to determine Left to LEA to determine State policy specifically permits 
New Mexico 
New York 
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State allows proficiency- WY Cel ators (ome) me(-lunlelarciieclafare| Advancement options after PST EVCMel Conuicmeleclolereii(olameravells 
oy-KX-10 Me) gel utleya(o) alm (Op 72.) relceyicet=s arena (OM 4°) elaeyicer(-vaeava (O44) Co WE-laekomele-Kelerenitolam (@)i2:)) 


North Carolina _— State policy specifically permits | Multiple choice test Left to LEA to determine State policy specifically permits 
Essay Individualized instruction 
Lab experiments Correspondence courses 
Standardized tests Independent study 
Oral exam Dual/concurrent enrollment 
Portfolio Cross-grade grouping 
Performance Cluster grouping 
End of course assessment Grad/course advancement 
Other: Framework determined Individualized education programs 
by the state, implementation Internship 


determined by the LEA. 
Phase | is determined by an 
assessment reviewing the 
entire course; Phase II is an 
application of the content of 
the course, in any format, 
determined by the LEA. 


North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma State policy specifically permits — Left to LEA to determine Left to LEA to determine State policy specifically permits 


Oregon 


Pennsylvania State policy leaves LEA to 
determine 


Rhode Island No state policy, up to LEA to 
determine 


South Carolina State policy does not permit 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 


Texas State policy specifically permits Left to LEA to determine Left to LEA to determine State policy specifically permits 
Dual/concurrent enrollment 
Grad/course advancement 


Utah State policy specifically permits Multiple choice test Left to LEA to determine State policy specifically permits 
End of course assessment 


Vermont 
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State allows proficiency- WM Cet atore (Me) me(-Vunlelarciieclafare| Advancement options after PST ENCMel Conuicmeleclolereii(olameravells 
loy-X-10 Me) colaileya(o) al (Oy 2.)) rel ceyikeat=saleaya (OM I2:)) relaeyicer(-vaveava (OM A) ico)iie-lae tome le-teler-uitelam (@M—74s))] 


Virginia State policy leaves LEA to 
determine 

Washington No state policy, up to LEA to 
spss 


Wisconsin State policy specifically —— Left to LEA to determine Left to LEA to determine rape e€ policy specifically permits 
Individualized instruction 
Correspondence courses 
Independent study 


CO 


a 
i 


Dual/concurrent enrollment 
Cross-grade grouping 

Cluster grouping 

Grad/course advancement 
Individualized education programs 


Internship 
Wyoming No state policy, up to LEA to 
determine 
Summary Responses: 37 Responses: 19 Responses: 19 Responses: 19 
State policy specifically permits: Left to LEA to determine: 14 Left to LEA to determine: 17 one policy specifically permits: 
19 Multiple choice test: 3 Individualized instruction: 5 
State policy does not permit: 4 Essay: 2 Correspondence courses: 4 ane policy leaves LEA to 
State policy leaves LEA to Lab experiments: 2 Independent study: 6 determine: 2 
determine: 6 Standardized tests: 4 Dual/concurrent enrollment: 9 
No state policy, up to LEA to Oral Exam: 2 Cross-grade grouping: 5 
determine: 8 Portfolio: 4 Cluster grouping: 5 
Performance: 5 Grad/course advancement: 9 
End of course assessment: 7 Individualized education 
Other: 3 programs: 5 
Internship: 5 
Other: 3 


Table 28: Components of Gifted and Talented Programs and Services 
Oxo) an} ole) aC-)a] Mey mm Cl Y=) avi (ex-1-m (OM kcJ0)) 


Content-based 
acceleration 


Alabama 


Alaska 


Arizona 


Arkansas 


California 
Colorado 


Connecticut 


Delaware 
D.C. 
Florida 


Georgia 


bYorert-lEr-vanre) eceyarey| yXor-Col-Vanirome[UiercWaler-m-lalemm MmOve)aic-\eimi(til-M-) ol-Keni(=1e| Differentiated 
support counseling and amount (Q131) instruction 


State policy does not 
require 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 


State policy specifically 
requires 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 

State policy specifically 
requires 


State policy specifically 
requires 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


State policy does not 
require 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 

State policy specifically 
requires 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 

State policy specifically 
requires 


State policy does not 
require 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


State policy specifically 
requires 


3-5 hours per week with 
GT specialist 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 

State policy specifically 
requires 


150 minutes for identified 


students; 30 minutes 
per week for all 
students until formal 
identification occurs 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


State policy does not 
require 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 

State policy specifically 
requires 


Minimum of 50 minutes 
per day 


State policy specifically 
requires 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 

State policy specifically 
requires 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 

State policy specifically 
requires 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 


State policy specifically 
requires 


State policy specifically 
requires 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


State policy specifically 
requires 


State policy specifically 
requires 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 
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ofoyan} ele) aC-)a] Mey mm Cl Y= av (ex-1-m (Op ic{0)) 


Content-based 


acceleration 


Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
lowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 


Massachusetts 
Michigan 


Minnesota 


Mississippi 


Missouri 


Montana 


bYorer -lEr-vanvelaceyarey| yNor-Col-Vanlrome[UiercWaler-m-lalemm MmOve)aic-\eimt(tit-M-) ol-Leui(=1e| Differentiated 
support counseling and amount (Q131) instruction 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


State policy does not 
require 

No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 

State policy specifically 
requires 

No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 

State policy specifically 
requires 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 

State policy specifically 
requires 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


State policy does not 
require 

No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 


State policy specifically 
requires 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


State policy does not 
require 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 


State policy specifically 
requires 

240min/week 

State policy specifically 
requires 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


State policy does not 
require 

No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 

State policy specifically 
requires 

State policy specifically 
requires 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 


State policy specifically 
requires 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 


State policy specifically 
requires 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


State policy does not 
require 

No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 

State policy specifically 
requires 

State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 

State policy specifically 
requires 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 
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ofoyan} ele) aC-)a] Mey mm Cl Y= av (ex-1-m (Op ic{0)) 


Content-based 
acceleration 


Nebraska 


Nevada 


New Hampshire 


New Jersey 


New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 


North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 


Oregon 
Pennsylvania 


Rhode Island 
South Carolina 


South Dakota 
Tennessee 


Texas 


bYorer -lEr-vanvelaceyarey| yNor-Col-Vanlrome[UiercWaler-m-lalemm MmOve)aic-\eimt(tit-M-) ol-Leui(=1e| Differentiated 
support counseling and amount (Q131) instruction 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 

State policy specifically 
requires 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


State policy specifically 
requires 


State policy leaves LEA 


to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 

State policy specifically 
requires 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


State policy specifically 


requires 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


State policy specifically 


requires 


State policy leaves LEA 


to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


State policy specifically 


requires 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


State policy leaves LEA 


to determine 


State policy leaves LEA 


to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


State policy specifically 


requires 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 

State policy specifically 
requires 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


State policy specifically 
requires 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 


State policy specifically 
requires 

No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 

State policy specifically 
requires 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


State policy specifically 
requires 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 


State policy specifically 
requires 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


State policy specifically 
requires 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 
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oxo} an} ole) at-Ja Mey mm CN MY-1 av (ex-1-m (Op kc{0)) 


Content-based 
F:Yerer-V (=) s14(0) A} 


Utah 


Vermont 


Virginia 
Washington 


West Virginia 


Wisconsin 
Wyoming 


Summary 


bYorerr-lEr-vanre) ecelarey| yXor-Col-Vanlrome[UiercWalex-m-Valemm MmOxelaic-Ceimalii(-M-) ol-Lelji(-te| Differentiated 
support counseling and amount (Q131) instruction 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


Responses: 38 


State policy specifically 
requires: 9 

State policy does not 
require: 2 


State policy leaves LEA to 


determine: 8 


No state policy; Up to LEA 


to decide: 19 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


Responses: 38 


State policy specifically 

requires: 6 

State policy does not 

require: 3 

State policy leaves LEA 

to determine: 10 

No state policy; Up to 
LEA to decide: 19 


State policy specifically 
requires 


990 Hours of instruction 
Board Rule R277-419, 


http://www.rules.utah.g 


ov/publicat/code/r277/r2 


77-419. htm 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


Responses: 38, 5 


State policy specifically 
requires: 7 

State policy does not 
require: 2 

State policy leaves LEA 
to determine: 9 

No state policy; Up to 
LEA to decide: 20 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


Responses: 38 


State policy specifically 
requires: 12 

State policy does not 
require: 1 


State policy leaves LEA to 


determine: 11 


No state policy; Up to LEA 


to decide: 14 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 


State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


LLL 
State policy leaves LEA 
to determine 


No state policy, up to 
LEA to determine 


Responses: 38 


State policy specifically 
requires: 8 

State policy does not 
require: 1 

State policy leaves LEA 
to determine: 13 


No state policy; Up to 
LEA to decide: 16 
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Table 29: Other Policies and Practices 


GT eligibility from other states LEAs must recognize in-state GT State Rtl or MTSS supports GT (Q134) 
rccYerele fal y 4-10 (OM Ec y4) eligibility (Q133) 


State policy specifically permits 


Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
D.C. 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
lowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 


Maryland 


Massachusetts 


Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 


Missouri 


State policy does not permit 


State policy specifically permits 

No state policy, up to LEA to determine 
No state policy, up to LEA to determine 
No state policy, up to LEA to determine 
No state policy, up to LEA to determine 
State policy leaves LEA to determine 
No state policy, up to LEA to determine 
State policy specifically permits 

State policy does not permit 

No state policy, up to LEA to determine 
State policy leaves LEA to determine 
No state policy, up to LEA to determine 
No state policy, up to LEA to determine 
No state policy, up to LEA to determine 
No state policy, up to LEA to determine 
State policy does not permit 

State policy leaves LEA to determine 
State policy leaves LEA to determine 


No state policy, up to LEA to determine 


No state policy, up to LEA to determine 
State policy does not permit 
State policy leaves LEA to determine 


State policy specifically permits 

No state policy, up to LEA to determine 
No state policy, up to LEA to determine 
State policy specifically permits 

No state policy, up to LEA to determine 
State policy leaves LEA to determine 
No state policy, up to LEA to determine 
State policy specifically permits 

State policy specifically permits 

No state policy, up to LEA to determine 
State policy leaves LEA to determine 
No state policy, up to LEA to determine 
No state policy, up to LEA to determine 
No state policy, up to LEA to determine 
State policy leaves LEA to determine 
State policy specifically permits 

State policy specifically permits 


State policy leaves LEA to determine 


No state policy, up to LEA to determine 


No state policy, up to LEA to determine 
State policy specifically permits 
State policy leaves LEA to determine 


State policy specifically permits 


State policy specifically permits 

No state policy, up to LEA to determine 
State policy leaves LEA to determine 
State policy specifically permits 

No state policy, up to LEA to determine 
State policy specifically permits 

No state policy, up to LEA to determine 
State policy specifically permits 

No state policy, up to LEA to determine 
No state policy, up to LEA to determine 
State policy leaves LEA to determine 
No state policy, up to LEA to determine 
No state policy, up to LEA to determine 
No state policy, up to LEA to determine 
No state policy, up to LEA to determine 
State policy specifically permits 

No state policy, up to LEA to determine 
No state policy, up to LEA to determine 
No state policy, up to LEA to determine 


No state policy, up to LEA to determine 
State policy specifically permits 
No state policy, up to LEA to determine 
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GT eligibility from other states LEAs must recognize in-state GT State Rtl or MTSS supports GT (Q134) 
qcYerole lair 4-xem (OM Ec y4) eligibility (Q133) 


Montana State policy leaves LEA to determine State policy leaves LEA to determine No state policy, up to LEA to determine 
Nebraska No state policy, up to LEA to determine No state policy, up to LEA to determine No state policy, up to LEA to determine 
nevaus : : : 5 : 5 


New Hampshir 


New Jersey No state policy, up to LEA to determine No state policy, up to LEA to determine No state policy, up to LEA to determine 
New York 

North Carolina —_ State policy leaves LEA to determine State policy leaves LEA to determine State policy specifically permits 

North Dakota 

Ohio 

Oklahoma 

Oregon 

Pennsylvania State policy specifically permits State policy specifically permits No state policy, up to LEA to determine 
Rhode Island No state policy, up to LEA to determine No state policy, up to LEA to determine No state policy, up to LEA to determine 
South Carolina _—_ State policy specifically permits State policy specifically permits State policy leaves LEA to determine 
South Dakota 

Tennessee State policy specifically permits State policy specifically permits 

Texas No state policy, up to LEA to determine No state policy, up to LEA to determine No state policy, up to LEA to determine 
Utah No state policy, up to LEA to determine No state policy, up to LEA to determine No state policy, up to LEA to determine 
Virginia State policy leaves LEA to determine State policy leaves LEA to determine State policy leaves LEA to determine 
Washington State policy does not permit No state policy, up to LEA to determine No state policy, up to LEA to determine 
Wisconsin No state policy, up to LEA to determine No state policy, up to LEA to determine State policy leaves LEA to determine 
Wyoming No state policy, up to LEA to determine No state policy, up to LEA to determine No state policy, up to LEA to determine 


GT eligibility from other states LEAs must recognize in-state GT State Rtl or MTSS supports GT (Q134) 
qcXerole fal r 4-10 (OM Ey) eligibility (Q133) 


Summary Responses: 38 Responses: 39 Responses: 39 
State policy specifically permits: 5 State policy specifically permits: 12 State policy specifically permits: 9 
State policy does not permit: 5 State policy leaves LEA to determine: 8 State policy leaves LEA to determine: 5 
State policy leaves LEA to determine: 8 No state policy, up to LEA to determine: 19 No state policy, up to LEA to determine: 25 


No state policy, up to LEA to determine: 20 
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Table 30: Personnel Preparation and Development (Part 1) 
State requires How required j State discussion on increasing pre-service teachers’ GT knowledge Others who require 
GT coursework GT Vale m=) <1 [om (Om bets) GT coursework for 
for pre-service coursework pre-service 


teachers / how delivered teachers (Q140) 
(oh kiosk y4) ‘(ok Rt:)) 


Alabama No Other: Current discussions are taking place at the higher ed levels. One 
university, Samford, does provide seminars for all pre-service teachers 
regarding gifted learners. 


Alaska 
Arizona No Other: There have been conversations regarding increasing the rigor of 
teacher preparation programs. 
Arkansas No No discussion 
California No Other: Advocacy organizations such a s the California Association for the 
Gifted advocate for such discussions. 
Colorado No State teacher preparation standards for all teachers include reference to One or more LEAs 
gifted/advanced students One or more teacher 
preparation 
programs 
Connecticut No Change licensure requirements 
Delaware No Other: increased opportunities for professional learning in gifted education. | One or more teacher 
preparation 
programs 
D.C. No No discussion 
Florida No 
Georgia No State teacher preparation standards for all teachers include reference to 
gifted/advanced students 
Hawaii No No discussion 
Idaho No No discussion One or more teacher 
preparation 
programs 
Illinois No State teacher preparation standards for all teachers include reference to 
gifted/advanced students 
Indiana No No discussion 


234 


State requires How required 
GT coursework GT 


State discussion on increasing pre-service teachers’ GT knowledge Others who require 
Vale m=) 11 (om (Om mets) GT coursework for 
pre-service 


i(c¥-Yod a= a-m (OM I-10) 


for pre-service coursework 
teachers / how delivered 
‘(oh k:{-reh iy) ‘(oh kct:)) 

lowa No 

Kansas No 

Kentucky No 

Louisiana No 

Maine No 

Maryland No 

Massachusetts 

Michigan 

Minnesota No 

Mississippi No 

Missouri No 

Montana No 

Nebraska No 

Nevada Yes A separate 


course 
State statute 


No discussion One or more teacher 
preparation 
programs 


Other: The professional education standards were revised and adopted by 
the State Board during the 2014-15 year. The new standards place great 
emphasis on ALL learners. 


State teacher preparation standards for all teachers include reference to One or more teacher 
gifted/advanced students preparation 
programs 


State teacher preparation standards for all teachers include reference to 
gifted/advanced students 


No discussion One or more teacher 
preparation 
programs 


Other: GT advocacy groups have been having these discussions. 


State teacher preparation standards for all teachers include reference to One or more LEAs 
gifted/advanced students 


State teacher preparation standards for all teachers include reference to 
gifted/advanced students 


State teacher preparation standards for all teachers include reference to 
gifted/advanced students 


Other: Discussion is ongoing among GT advocates, however, not at other 
levels on a consistent basis. The State Board of Education eliminated 
the recognition for teachers that had specific competencies in gifted 
education. 


No discussion 


State teacher preparation standards for all teachers include reference to One or more teacher 
gifted/advanced students preparation 
programs 
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State requires How required j State discussion on increasing pre-service teachers’ GT knowledge Others who require 
GT coursework GT Vale m=) 11 (om (OM Ret:)) GT coursework for 
for pre-service coursework pre-service 
teachers / how delivered i(=¥- (ed aY =) ams (OME L0)) 
‘(oho hky4) ‘(ok Rt:)) 


New Hamp DD Cll | SCrrclrlrlrCrCrCrClC 
New Jersey No No discussion One or more LEAs 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota - 


Ohio 

Oklahoma 

Oregon 

Pennsylvania O er: Webinars are being conducted for educators throughout the state. 
Rhode Island No No discussion 


South Carolina No Other: - Not specified 

South Dakota No 

Tennessee No Other: Not specified 

Texas No No discussion 

Utah No State teacher preparation standards for all teachers include reference to 

gifted/advanced students 
ia No No discussion One or more LEAs 
One or more teacher 

preparation 
programs 

Washington No No discussion 

Wisconsin No State teacher preparation standards for all teachers include reference to 


gifted/advanced students 


State requires How required | State discussion on increasing pre-service teachers’ GT knowledge Others who require 
GT coursework GT Vale Mm) 11 (om (OM Ret:)) GT coursework for 
for pre-service coursework pre-service 


teachers / how delivered teachers (Q140) 
‘(oh karen y4) ‘(ok Rf:)) 


Wyoming Other: Only with the Wyoming Association for Gifted Children One or more teacher 
preparation 
programs 

Summary Responses: 40,1 Responses: 1 Responses: 38 Responses: 12 

Yes: 1 A separate No discussion: 13 One or more LEAs: 5 

No: 39 course: 1 Change licensure requirements: 2 One or more teacher 
: State teacher preparation standards for all teachers include reference to preparation 

See gifted/advanced students: 11 programs: 9 


Other (please specify): 12 
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Table 31: Personnel Preparation and Development (Part 2) 


(CNM iey-Jalcecmce-lialiale mcolmme(-lal-te- lim MCw MO) Ulm colmtel-lal-1e-lm-ve[Urer-1i(o)a] Other GT training for general General education 
(Yo [Cfor-ViCo) am c-r-\e4 al) em (OM aD) teachers (Q142) Yo [UCor-lite)amc-r-Cera\-1 em (On i kc)) staff receiving annual 
GT staff dev. (Q144) 
Alabama State policy requires: State policy requires: Voluntary 85% 
No set number of hours No set number of hours 
Alaska 
Arizona State policy leaves up to LEAs to State policy leaves up to LEAs to State policy leaves up to LEAs to Data not available. 
determine determine determine 
Arkansas State policy requires: Voluntary Voluntary While it should be 
No number of hours is required, but 100%, in reality 
a plan for professional probably 85% of 
development about GT is required teacher receive annual 
in state policy. staff development. 
California No state policy: up to LEAs to No state policy: up to LEAs to No state policy: up to LEAs to The CDE does not 
determine determine determine collect this data. 


Colorado 


Connecticut 


determine determine determine 
Delaware No state policy: up to LEAs to No state policy: up to LEAs to No state policy: up to LEAs to 25% 
determine determine determine 
D.C. Voluntary No state policy: up to LEAs to No state policy: up to LEAs to 
determine determine 
Florida Voluntary Voluntary Voluntary 
Georgia No state policy: up to LEAs to No state policy: up to LEAs to No state policy: up to LEAs to 
determine determine determine 
Hawaii Voluntary Voluntary Voluntary Less than 1% 
Idaho Voluntary Voluntary Voluntary Unknown but very 
small most likely 
Illinois No state policy: up to LEAs to No state policy: up to LEAs to No state policy: up to LEAs to Unknown 
determine determine determine 
Indiana No state policy: up to LEAs to Voluntary Voluntary <5% 


State policy requires: 
No set number of hours 


No state policy: up to LEAs to 


determine 


State policy leaves up to LEAs to 
determine 


No state policy: up to LEAs to 


State policy leaves up to LEAs to 


determine 


State policy leaves up to LEAs to 
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lowa 


Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 


Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 


Mississippi 


Missouri 
Montana 


Nebraska 
Nevada 

New Hampshire 
New Jersey 


New Mexico 


GT in-service training for general 
education teachers (Q141) 


No state policy: up to LEAs to 
determine 


No state policy: up to LEAs to 
determine 


State policy leaves up to LEAs to 
determine 


Voluntary 


No state policy: up to LEAs to 
determine 


Voluntary 


No state policy: up to LEAs to 
determine 


State policy requires: 
No set number of hours 


No state policy: up to LEAs to 
determine 


No state policy: up to LEAs to 
determine 


Voluntary 


Voluntary 


No state policy: up to LEAs to 
determine 


GT CEUs for general education 
L(-¥- le a\-1 em (OM 2) 


No state policy: up to LEAs to 
determine 


No state policy: up to LEAs to 
determine 


No state policy: up to LEAs to 
determine 


No state policy: up to LEAs to 
determine 


No state policy: up to LEAs to 
determine 


Voluntary 


No state policy: up to LEAs to 
determine 


State policy requires: please enter 
the number of hours required — 5 
Hours 


No state policy: up to LEAs to 
determine 


No state policy: up to LEAs to 
determine 


Voluntary 
Voluntary 


No state policy: up to LEAs to 
determine 


Ohi al-MmCH Mice Uallae miclme(-laleeel 
r-Yo[UCor-tite) am c-r-\er al =) em (On kc}) 


State policy requires: please enter 
the number of hours required - 
Few hours of instruction ina 
course on diverse/special 
populations of students 


No state policy: up to LEAs to 
determine 


State policy leaves up to LEAs to 
determine 


Voluntary 


No state policy: up to LEAs to 
determine 


Voluntary 


No state policy: up to LEAs to 
determine 


State policy requires: please enter 


the number of hours required - PD 


is required to be provided by 
LEA's for gifted teachers 


No state policy: up to LEAs to 
determine 


No state policy: up to LEAs to 
determine 


Voluntary 
Voluntary 


No state policy: up to LEAs to 
determine 


General education 
staff receiving annual 


GT staff dev. (Q144) 


Data not available or 
collected. 

50 

0% 

NA 


Less than 5%. 


50% 


50 


1% 


Unknown 
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(CNM iet-JaYceccm ce Ualiale mcolmme(-lal-te-lim Mm Cw MO) Ulm colmtel-lal-1e-lm-velU(er-1i(e)a] Other GT training for general General education 
education teachers (Q141) L(-¥- le a\-1 em (OM E72) education teachers (Q143) staff receiving annual 
GT staff dev. (Q144) 
New York 


North Carolina _— State policy leaves up to LEAs to State policy leaves up to LEAs to 
determine determine 


State policy requires: please enter 75% 
the number of hours required: 
Same as above 


North Dakota 
Ohio 


Oklahoma State policy requires: Audited State policy requires: please enter 50% 
schools must provide certificates the number of hours required - 
from current year on gifted PD Audited schools must provide 
certificates from current year on 
gifted PD 
Oregon 


Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 


South Carolina 


Voluntary Voluntary Voluntary 60% 


Voluntary 


Voluntary Voluntary Data not collected 


State policy leaves up to LEAs to State policy leaves up to LEAs to State policy leaves up to LEAs to 50% 


determine determine determine 
South Dakota 
Tennessee Voluntary Voluntary Voluntary 
Texas se ahaa aon up to LEAs to Si iets ak up to LEAs to ieee aa up to LEAs to 85 
Utah No state policy: up to LEAs to No state policy: up to LEAs to No state policy: up to LEAs to There is no available 
determine determine determine 
Geis State policy leaves up to LEAs to | No state policy: up to LEAs to State policy leaves up to LEAs to 50% 
determine determine determine 
Washington x pen ee up to LEAs to MS Be Dee: up to LEAs to A a pee, up to LEAs to Data not collected 
West Virginia i eee ote eee eee ees _..__s=izi‘i#i#iwO 
Wisconsin No state policy: up to LEAs to No state policy: up to LEAs to No state policy: up to LEAs to Data not available. 


determine 


determine 


determine 


Wyoming 


Summary 


GT in-service training for general 
education teachers (Q141) 


No state policy: up to LEAs to 
determine 


Responses: 39, 5 


State policy requires: number of 
hours not required: 5 


State policy leaves up to LEAs to 
determine: 5 


No state policy: up to LEAs to 
determine: 18 


Voluntary: 11 


GT CEUs for general education 
teachers (Q142) 


Voluntary 
Responses: 39, 3 


State policy requires: number of 
hours required: 3 


State policy leaves up to LEAs to 
determine: 4 


No state policy: up to LEAs to 
determine: 20 


Voluntary: 12 


Other GT training for general 
education teachers (Q143) 


Voluntary 
Responses: 38, 3 


State policy requires: number of 
hours required: 3 


State policy leaves up to LEAs to 
determine: 6 


No state policy: up to LEAs to 
determine: 15 


Voluntary: 14 


[eT=Vat=1¢-1 m=xe LU (er-1 area) 
staff receiving annual 


GT staff dev. (Q144) 
15% 


Responses: 30 
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Table 32: Personnel Preparation and Development (Part 3) 


Alabama 


Alaska 


Arizona 


Arkansas 


California 


GT credential offered (Q146) 
a Coy im arelelaom-r-laal-rem (OMI WA) 
Hours required (Q148) 


Yes 


Course semester credit hours 


30-33 semester credit hours depending on 
the university Masters and EdS programs 


Yes 


Course semester credit hours 

Continuing Education Units (CEUs) 

Staff development 

Other: There are multiple pathways for 
earning a provisional or full Gifted Education 
Endorsement: http://www.azed.gov/educator- 
certification/files/2011/09/requirements-for- 
gifted-endorsement.pdf 


Yes 


Not specified 

Other: There is a listing of topics to be 
addressed in graduate gifted and talented 
coursework, but the number of credit hours 
is up to the institution (typically 15 or 18 
hours); however, teachers are required to 
have a passing score on the GT Praxis 
exam for licensure. 


No 


Professionals 
in GT 
programs 


require 
credential 


(oh 12)) 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Percentage of professionals 
in GT programs with 
credential (Q150, 151) 


80% (An estimate) 


While all teachers providing GT 
services are required to have an 
additional license, some 
teachers are typically in the 
process of acquiring licensure 
each year. Approximately 85% 
of teachers are fully licensed 
and the remaining 15% are in 
the process of getting their 
licensure. (An estimate) 


The CDE does not collect this 
data. 


Annual GT staff 
dev. required for 
GT teachers 

‘(ok Ey Ag eh i=) 


GT teachers 
receiving 


(op RY.)) 


Yes 85% 


No set number of 
hours specific to 
gifted 


Yes 


Left to LEA to 


determine. 
No It should be 
100%. 
No The CDE does 


not collect this 


data. 
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Percentage of 


annual GT dev. 


GT credential offered (Q146) Professionals | Percentage of professionals Annual GT staff Percentage of 

a Coy im akelelagom-r-laal-com (OMI WA) in GT in GT programs with dev. required for | GT teachers 

a ColUla-mc-te [Ul a-tem (OM e-Ee)) programs credential (Q150, 151) GT teachers receiving 
require ‘(oh yA eh Es) annual GT dev. 


credential ‘(os Y.)) 
(oh F{:)) 


Colorado Yes 


Course semester credit hours 

Other: Up to six years work experience (six 
credits) 

24 hours 


Connecticut No 0 (Data not collected/not No 
applicable) 


Delaware Yes Yes 50% (An estimate) No 75% 
Course semester credit hours 
Continuing Education Units (CEUs) 
Staff development 
225 hours. 45 hours in each of five strands. 
D.C. No No 
Florida Yes Yes No 
Course semester credit hours 
Continuing Education Units (CEUs) 
Staff development 
300 hours 
Georgia Yes Yes Required 100% (An estimate) No 
Course semester credit hours 
Continuing Education Units (CEUs) 
Staff development 
4 courses 


Hawaii No (Data not collected/not No 3% 
applicable) 
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GT credential offered (Q146) Professionals | Percentage of professionals Annual GT staff Percentage of 
a Coy im akelelagom-r-laal-com (OMI WA) in GT in GT programs with dev. required for | GT teachers 
a ColUla-mc-te [Ul a-tem (OM e-Ee)) programs credential (Q150, 151) GT teachers receiving 


require ‘(oh ey eh Es) annual GT dev. 
credential ‘(os Y.)) 


(op Z02)) 
Yes 40% (An estimate) Unknown 


Course semester credit hours 


20 hours 


Illinois Yes No Unknown (Data not No Unknown 
collected/not applicable) 
Course semester credit hours 


24 semester hours 
Indiana Yes No 2% (Collected data) No <5% 


Course semester credit hours 
Other: Determined by the University 


Determined by the university. 9 - 15 hours 
lowa Yes Yes 100% (Collected data) No 


Course semester credit hours 


12 hours 
Kansas Yes Yes 89% (Collected data) No Data not 
available or 
Course semester credit hours collected. 
The number of credit hours required varies 
by university. 
Kentucky Yes Yes 90% (An estimate) No 50 


Course semester credit hours 


12 hours 
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GT credential offered (Q146) Professionals | Percentage of professionals Annual GT staff Percentage of 
a Coy im akelelagom-r-laal-com (OMI WA) in GT in GT programs with dev. required for | GT teachers 
a ColUla-mc-te [Ul a-tem (OM e-Ee)) programs credential (Q150, 151) GT teachers receiving 


require ‘(oh ey eh Es) Elser men mel-\VA 
credential ‘(os Y.)) 
(oh {:)) 


Louisiana Yes 70% (An estimate) 


Course semester credit hours 

Other: Practicum for Gifted/Talented 
Education or 3 years G/T teaching 
experience 


15 hours 
Maine Yes Yes 88.14% (Collected data) No NA 
Course semester credit hours 


Continuing Education Units (CEUs) 
Staff development 


4 graduate courses in gifted education (12 
credits) or the equivalent - at least 2 
graduate courses (6 credits) plus CEUs 
conferences/workshops equivalent to 2 
graduate courses 


Maryland No Unsure (Data not collected/not No Unsure 
applicable) 

Massachusetts 

Michigan 

Minnesota No 50% (An estimate) No 75% 

Mississippi Yes Yes 95% (An estimate) No 80% 
Course semester credit hours 
15-18 hours 

Missouri Yes Yes 95% (An estimate) No 75% 


Course semester credit hours 


15 hours 
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GT credential offered (Q146) Professionals | Percentage of professionals Annual GT staff Percentage of 


a Coy im akelelagom-r-laal-com (OMI WA) in GT in GT programs with dev. required for | GT teachers 
a ColUla-mc-te [Ul a-tem (OM e-Ee)) programs credential (Q150, 151) GT teachers receiving 
require ‘(oh ey eh Es) annual GT dev. 
credential ‘(ok Y.)) 
(oh F{:)) 
Montana No Unknown (Data not No Unknown 
collected/not applicable) 
Nebraska Yes No Yes 
Not specified 12 clock hours 
Nevada Yes Yes No 


Course semester credit hours 
Continuing Education Units (CEUs) 


A teacher license and 12 semester hours of 
credit 


New Hampshire 


New Jersey No NA (Data not collected/not No NA 
applicable) 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina Yes Yes 95%, if paid by state-wide AIG Yes 100%, estimate 
funds (An estimate) 
Course semester credit hours Determined by 
Other: At an approved Institute of Higher LEA, based on 
Education district Local 


AIG Plan 


Based on NC Licensure Standards for AIG 
Add-On License; an IHE may organize the 
coursework as appropriate; typically 16 
hours, 4 courses 


North Dakota 
Ohio 
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GT credential offered (Q146) Professionals | Percentage of professionals Annual GT staff Percentage of 


a Coy im akelelagom-r-laal-com (OMI WA) in GT in GT programs with dev. required for | GT teachers 
a ColUla-mc-te [Ul a-tem (OM e-Ee)) programs credential (Q150, 151) GT teachers receiving 
require ‘(oh yeh Es) annual GT dev. 
credential ‘(oh E-y-}) 
(oh F{:)) 
Oklahoma Yes 15% (An estimate) Yes 80% 
Course semester credit hours Certificates for 
current year PD 
18 hours 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania No None (Data not collected/not No 60% 
applicable) 
Rhode Island No No 
South Carolina Yes Yes 85% (An estimate) No 75% 
Other: Graduate Credit Hours Only 
6 Graduate Credit Hours 
South Dakota No 
Tennessee Yes Yes No 
Course semester credit hours 
Continuing Education Units (CEUs) 
Texas Yes No Yes 
Course semester credit hours Six hours annually 
Continuing Education Units (CEUs) 
Staff development 
Other: Certification is earned through 
mastery of the state exam for 
gifted/talented. 
Utah Yes Yes 95% (Collected data) No No available 


data 
Course semester credit hours 


16 semester credit hours are required for the 
endorsement 
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Vermont 


Virginia 


Washington 


West Virginia 


Wisconsin 


GT credential offered (Q146) 
How hours earned (Q147) 
a ColUla-mc-te [Ul a-tem (OM e-Ee)) 


ae ues Percentage of professionals Annual GT staff Percentage of 
in GT programs with dev. required for | GT teachers 
copra credential (Q150, 151) GT teachers receiving 
require ‘(oh yeh Es) annual GT dev. 
ca ‘(os Y.)) 


Not available (Data not es 60% 

collected/not applicable) 

Course semester credit hours Left to LEAs to 

Other: in addition to the course credit hour decide 

requirement there is 45 hours practicum 

experience or 1 year full-time teaching with a 

mentor who has gifted education 

endorsement 

12 hours 

Yes No Data not collected (Data not No Data not 
collected/not applicable) collected 


Other: Specialty Endorsement Program or 
Masters of Arts in Teaching with Gifted 
Emphasis -- Whitworth University; 


Credits and portfolio for endorsement - See 
Whitworth University 
http://www.whitworth.edu/Academic/Depart 
ment/Education/CenterForGiftedEducation/ 


specialty-endorsement.html#page-content 


Data not available. (Data —— No Data not 
collected/not applicable) available. 


_ 


Course semester credit hours 


12 credits 


GT credential offered (Q146) Professionals | Percentage of professionals Annual GT staff Percentage of 


a Coy im avelelgom-r-laal-com (OMI WA) in GT in GT programs with dev. required for | GT teachers 

Hours required (Q148) programs credential (Q150, 151) GT teachers receiving 
require ‘(oh ey eh Es) annual GT dev. 
credential ‘(os Y.)) 
(RPE) 

Wyoming Yes Yes Don't collect but LEA sets No 10% (estimate) 
requirement (An estimate) 

Course semester credit hours No set number of 

Continuing Education Units (CEUs) hours specific to 

Staff development gifted 


Other: Receiving an endorsement for GT 
would involve program completion that 
leads to licensure from a regionally 
accredited institution, which provides 
institutional recommendation. 


Receiving an endorsement for GT would 
involve program completion that leads to 
licensure from a regionally accredited 
institution that provides institutional 


recommendation. 
Summary Responses: 40, 29, 26 Responses: 29 Responses: 30, 30 Responses: 39,7 Responses: 22 
Yes: 29 Yes: 19 Estimate: 14 Yes: 7 
No: 11 No: 10 Collected data: 5 No: 32 
Data not collected/Not 
Not specified: 2 applicable: 11 
Course semester credit hours: 25 
CEUs: 9 
Staff development: 7 
Other: 11 
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Table 33: Personnel Preparation and Development (Part 4) 


Competencies (not certification) for GT eM Mic Uallae mols eM Mic lalla miele Degrees in GT offered in state (Q161, 
teachers (Q155, Q156) Yella cliccicele counselor Q162) 
fer xe (=Valat-M (@M Rots) fot xe (=Valar- Vm (@MRo}2)) 
Alabama Yes No Yes 
ALABAMA QUALITY TEACHING STANDARDS, Masters 
and Alabama Continuum for Teacher Specialist's 


Development 


Alaska 
Arizona No No No Yes 
Bachelors 
Masters 
Specialist's 
Ph.D. 
Ed.D. 
Arkansas Yes No No Yes 
Please refer to current competencies for the Masters 
area. Specialist's 
http://www.arkansased.gov/public/userfiles/HR Ed.D. 
and_ Educator Effectiveness/Educator Prep/Co 
mpetency PDFs 81214/Gifted_ and Talented 
K_12 081514.pdf 
California No Yes Yes Yes 
Masters 
Specialist's 
Ed.D. 
Colorado No No No Yes 
Masters 
Specialist's 
Ph.D. 
Ed.D. 
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Connecticut 


Delaware 


D.C. 
Florida 


Georgia 


Hawaii 
Idaho 


Illinois 


Indiana 


lowa 


Competencies (not certification) for GT 


teachers (Q155, Q156) 


No 


No 
No 


No 


No 
No 


No 


No 


No 


eM Mic Ualiale mols 
administrator 


vod xe (=Ja)at-Vm (@MRot<)) 


No 


No 
No 


Yes 


No 
No 


No 


No 


Yes 


eM Mic Uallare mols 
counselor 
ved axe (=1a) at-Vm (OM Ro}2)) 


No 


No 
No 


No 
No 


Yes 


No 


Yes 


Degrees in GT offered in state (Q161, 
Q162) 


Yes 


Masters 
Specialist's 
Ph.D. 


Yes 


Masters 
No 

Yes 
Bachelors 
Masters 


Ph.D. 
Ed.D. 


Yes 
Masters 
Ed.D. 
No 

Yes 


Masters 
Yes 
Bachelors 
Masters 
Yes 
Bachelors 


Masters 
Ph.D. 


Yes 


Bachelors 
Masters 
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Competencies (not certification) for GT CMM cc-Ualiale mols eM Mic Uallale mols Degrees in GT offered in state (Q161, 


teachers (Q155, Q156) administrator counselor Q162) 
vod xe (-Ja)at-Vm (@MRot<)) fod xe (-1a)at-Vm (OM Ro}2)) 
Kansas No No No Yes 
Masters 
Kentucky Yes No No Yes 
Gifted Praxis must be taken in conjunction with Masters 
completed Graduate work. Ed.D. 
Louisiana No No No Yes 
Masters 
Specialist's 
Ph.D. 
Maine Yes No No Yes 
Teachers are required to take the GT Praxis Masters 
exam. 
Maryland No No No Yes 
Masters 
Specialist's 
Ph.D. 
Ed.D. 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota No No No Yes 
Masters 
Specialist's 
Other: Teacher Preparation in Gifted 
Education Certificate 
Mississippi No No No Yes 
Masters 
Missouri No No No Yes 
Masters 
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Competencies (not certification) for GT COMM cc lalate mols eM Mic Ualiare mols Degrees in GT offered in state (Q161, 


1(:¥- (ed al-1 a= (OM Rojo ©) Ey) administrator counselor Q162) 
vod xe (=Ja) at- Vm (OM Roy<)) fod xe (=1a)at- VM (OM Ro}2)) 
Montana No 
Nebraska No No No Yes 
Masters 
Nevada No No No Yes 
Bachelors 


New Hampshire 


New Jersey No No No Yes 
Masters 

New Mexico 

New York 

North Carolina No No No Yes 
Bachelors 
Masters 
Ph.D. 
Ed.D. 

North Dakota 

Ohio 

Oklahoma Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Oklahoma GT Standards and Competencies Masters 

Oregon 

Pennsylvania No No No Yes 
Masters 

Rhode Island No No No No 
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Competencies (not certification) for GT CMM cc-Ualiale mols eM Mic Uallale mols Degrees in GT offered in state (Q161, 
teachers (Q155, Q156) administrator counselor Q162) 

vod xe (-Ja)at-Vm (@MRot<)) fod xe (-1a)at-Vm (OM Ro}2)) 

No No Yes 


South Carolina No 


Masters 
Ed.D. 

South Dakota 

Tennessee No No No Yes 
Bachelors 
Masters 

Texas No No No Yes 
Masters 
Specialist's 
Ph.D. 
Ed.D. 

Utah No No No Yes 
Masters 

Vermont 

Virginia No No No Yes 


Bachelors 
Masters 
Specialist's 
Ph.D. 
Ed.D. 
Washington No No No Yes 
Masters 
Ed.D. 


Westviginia [On 


Wisconsin No No No Yes 


CD 
. 


Masters 
Specialist's 
Other: Supplementary licenses 


Wyoming 
Summary 


Competencies (not certification) for GT 
teachers (Q155, Q156) 


No 
Responses: 39, 


Yes: 5 
No: 34 


eM Mie Uallare miele eM Mic Uallare miele 
administrator counselor 

vod xe (=Ja)at-Vm (OM Rot<)) vor xe (-1a) at- VM (OM Ro}2)) 
No No 

Responses: 39 Responses: 37 
Yes: 4 Yes: 4 

No: 35 No: 33 


Degrees in GT offered in state (Q161, 
ony) 


No 
Responses: 39 


Yes: 34 
No: 5 


Bachelor’s: 9 
Master’s: 33 
Specialist’s: 12 
Ph.D.: 10 
Ed.D.: 13 
Other: 2 
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Table 34: State Funding 


State a Co) WMH MaUlaveliace Mm elced Vite (-tom comm =7-\-m (@M Koi.) ONiirelUia me) MeN Melacel lars) for-ToMolaM-ic-lc-m vlaceliale Mm (OM Kat: @) W740) 
provides GT | Type of funding formula used (Q166) provided to LEAs SYA} tows co) mt er-] om (@)K-y:)) 
iT ale komm ce) ‘(ox Ky4) 
LEAs (Q164) 
Alabama Yes Funding is available from the state through 2012-2013: $1,000,000 No, but the total amount allocated can 
formula allocation 2013-2014: $1,050,000 fluctuate from year to year 


2014-2015: $1,100,000 


Other: Formula is total number of gifted 
identified students + total number of students 
enrolled in school system divided by 2 to find 
the student number. Then the per student 
amount is multiplied by the new student 


number. 
Alaska 
Arizona No 2012-2013: 0 
2013-2014: 0 
2014-2015: 0 
Arkansas Yes Funding is available from the state through 2012-2013: $34,616,433 Yes, there is a cap or other limit in state law 
formula allocation 2013-2014: $39,635,279 or policy 
2014-2015: $35,986,289 
Weighted funding According to Ark. Code Ann. A§6-20- 
2208(c)(6), school districts are required to 
expend state and local revenues on GT 
Programs in an amount equal to 15% of 
the foundation funding amount multiplied 
by 5% of the school district's prior year 
Three Quarter Average Daily Membership 
(3QTR ADM). 
Percent of Average Daily Attendance (ADA) 
California 
Colorado Yes Funding is allocated to LEAs specifically for 2012-2013: $9,470,000 No, but the total amount allocated can 
gifted education services 2013-2014: $9,600,000 fluctuate from year to year 
Funding is available from the state through 2014-2015: $11,907,091 
grants to LEAs 
Connecticut No 2012-2013: 0 
2013-2014: 0 
2014-2015: 0 
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State 
provides GT 
Livlave fm Ke) 


a Co) W MH MiUlaveliace Mm elced Vite (-tom comm =7-\-m (@MK <1.) 
BAY el-medimiUlaceliaremeclaanleic-MUrcy-1eM (OM KJ.) 


ONiirelUial meme Melacel lars) 
relcodVi(e(z\o Mm coe i PAN) 
(Q167) 


(or-ToMolam-icclc-m laleliale m (OM Kats ©) WA 0)) 
Basis for cap (Q169) 


Delaware 


D.C. 


Florida 


Georgia 


Hawaii 
Idaho 


Illinois 


LEAs (Q164) 


Yes 


No 


Yes 


Yes 


No 
Yes 


No 


Funding is available from the state through 
grants to LEAs 

Funding is available from the state through the 
general allocation 


Funding is available from the state through 
grants to LEAs 

Funding is available from the state through the 
general allocation 


Funding is allocated to LEAs specifically for 
gifted education services 

Funding is available from the state through 
formula allocation 


Weighted funding 


Funding is available from the state through the 
general allocation 


2012-2013: 0 
2013-2014: $300,000 
2014-2015: $450,000 


2012-2013: 0 
2013-2014: 0 
2014-2015: 0 


2014-2015: 0 


2012-2013: $ 80,000 
2013-2014: $100,000 
2014-2015: $150,000 


2012-2013: 0 
2013-2014: 0 
2014-2015: 0 


No, but the total amount allocated can 
fluctuate from year to year 


Yes, there is a cap or other limit in state law 
or policy 


Other: Student numbers cannot exceed 
2006-07 levels for grades 9-12 


No, but the total amount allocated can 
fluctuate from year to year 


No, but the total amount allocated can 
fluctuate from year to year 


Grants budget is $11,962,000 and is 


distributed to all public schools and 
charter schools that wish to participate 
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State 
provides GT 
Livlave f-mKe) 
SVN (oh 7-9) 


a Co) WM CH MiUlaveliace Mm elced Vite (-tom comm =7-\-m (@MK <1.) 
BAY el-medmnUlacellaremeclaanlelc-MUry-1o Mm (OM KJ.) 


Ni irelUial me) men Mielacel lars) 
relcedVi(e(zto Mm co i PAN) 
(Q167) 


(or-ToMolaM-ic-lc-m laleliale m (OM Kat fm ©) W740) 
ste 1-y Wm ce) mer: | om (OM Ko}2)) 


Indiana 


lowa 


Kansas 


Kentucky 


Louisiana 


Maine 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 


Funding is allocated to LEAs specifically for 
gifted education services 

Funding is available from the state through 
grants to LEAs 


Funding is allocated to LEAs specifically for 
gifted education services 

Funding is available from the state through 
formula allocation 


Discretionary funding 

Funding is available from the state through 
formula allocation 

Resource based 

Funding is available from the state through 
formula allocation 

Weighted funding 


Funding is allocated to LEAs specifically for 
gifted education services 

Funding is available from the state through 
formula allocation 


Weighted funding 


Funding is available from the state through 
formula allocation 


Other: Categorically funded as part of the 
Maine's K-12 funding formula for public 
schools. Districts apply for state funds and 
send a plan for how funds will be used 


2012-2013: $12,548,096 
2013-2014: $12,548,096 
2014-2015: $12,548,096 


2012-2013: $35,354,981 
2013-2014: $36,194,662 
2014-2015: $37,675,133 


2012-2013: $12,073,432 
2013-2014: $11,673,416 
2014-2015: $11,370,281 


2012-2013: $6,300,000 
2013-2014: $6,300,000 
2014-2015: $6,300,000 


2012-2013: $39,920,424 
2013-2014: $42,095,765 
2014-2015: $42,686,106 


2012-2013: $4,722,594 
2013-2014: $4,830,887 
2014-2015: $4,982,980 


Yes, there is a cap or other limit in state law 
or policy 


Grants budget is $11,962,000 and is 
distributed to all public schools and 
charter schools that wish to participate 


Percent of identified students 
Percent of Average Daily Attendance (ADA) 


No, but the total amount allocated can 
fluctuate from year to year 


No, but the total amount allocated can 
fluctuate from year to year 


No, but the total amount allocated can 
fluctuate from year to year 


No, but the total amount allocated can 
fluctuate from year to year 


No, but the total amount allocated can 
fluctuate from year to year 
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State 
provides GT 


a Co) WM CH MiUlaveliace Mm elced Vite (-tom comm =7-\-m (@MK <1.) Ni irelUial me) men Mielacel lars) (or-ToMolaM-ic-lc-m laleliale m (OM Kat fm ©) W740) 
MAY Y<Moymivlate lave mielarileleMercy-vo Mm (@) Kos) provided to LEAs Basis for cap (Q169) 


Livlale fom co) 
=X (oh 7-9) 


(Q167) 


Maryland 2012-2013: 0 
2013-2014: 0 
2014-2015: 0 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota Yes Funding is allocated to LEAs specifically for 2012-2013: $11,389,325 Other: Funding equals the district's adjusted 
gifted education services 2013-2014: $11,518,673 pupil units for that school year times $13. 
2014-2015: N/A until 1/16 
Mississippi Yes Funding is available from the state through No, but the total amount allocated can 
formula allocation fluctuate from year to year 
Weighted funding Other: Amount appropriated in 2006 
Resource based 
Missouri Yes Funding is available from the state through the 2012-2013: $24,870,104 Yes, there is a cap or other limit in state law 
general allocation 2013-2014: $24,870,104 or policy 
2014-2015: $24,870,104 
Montana No 2014-2015: 0 
Nebraska Yes Funding is allocated to LEAs specifically for 2012-2013: $2,300,000 No, but the total amount allocated can 
gifted education services 2013-2014: $2,300,000 fluctuate from year to year 
2014-2015: $2,300,000 
Nevada Yes Funding is available from the state through the 2014-2015: $5,174,243 No, but the total amount allocated can 


eneral allocation fluctuate from year to year 


New Hampshire 


New Jersey No 2014-2015: 0 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina Yes Funding is allocated to LEAs specifically for 2012-2013: $71,218,569 Yes, there is a cap or other limit in state law 
gifted education services 2013-2014: $72,081,818 or policy 
Other: Based on Average Daily Membership to 2014-2015: $77,880,694 
all LEAs, not per student identified 4% of ADM, at $1,324/student 


Percent of Average Daily Attendance (ADA) 
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State Co) W MH MiUlaveliacemelcedVite(-tom comm =7-\-m (@MK-1<))] PNiirelUin meme Mm elacel lars) for-ToMolam-ic-l-m Ulaleliale m (OM Kat pm ©) WyA0))] 
provides GT | Type of funding formula used (Q166) provided to LEAs Basis for cap (Q169) 


funds to ‘(ox Ky4) 
YN (oh 7.) 


North Dakota 
Ohio 


Oklahoma Yes Funding is available from the state through 2012-2013: $45,635,226 No, but the total amount allocated can 
formula allocation 2013-2014: $45,677,232 fluctuate from year to year 
2014-2015: $46,833,773 
Weighted funding 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania No 2012-2013: 0 
2013-2014: 0 
2014-2015: 0 
Rhode Island No 2012-2013: 0 
2013-2014: 0 
2014-2015: 0 
South Carolina Yes Funding is available from the state through 2012-2013: $26,628,246 No, but the total amount allocated can 
formula allocation 2013-2014: $26,628,246 fluctuate from year to year 
2014-2015: $26,628,246 
Weighted funding 
South Dakota No 2012-2013: 0 
2013-2014: 0 
2014-2015: 0 
Tennessee Yes Funding is available from the state through the No, but the total amount allocated can 
general allocation fluctuate from year to year 
Texas Yes Funding is allocated to LEAs specifically for 2012-2013: $148,150,917 No, but the total amount allocated can 
gifted education services 2013-2014: $153,330,828 fluctuate from year to year 
Funding is available from the state through 2014-2015: $157,197,147 
formula allocation 
Weighted funding 
Utah Yes Funding is available from the state through 2012-2013: $2,405,538 No, but the total amount allocated can 
formula allocation 2013-2014: $2,510,194 fluctuate from year to year 
2014-2015: $2,619,314 
Weighted funding 
Vermont 
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State a Co) WM CH MiUlaveliace Mm elced Vite (-tom comm =7-\-m (@MK <1.) PNiirelUinl meme Mm elacel lars) Cap on state funding (Q168, Q170) 
provides GT | Type of funding formula used (Q166) provided to LEAs Basis for cap (Q169) 
funds to ‘(ox Ky4) 


LEAs (Q164) 


Virginia Yes Funding is allocated to LEAs specifically for 2012-2013: $44,155,053 No, but the total amount allocated can 
gifted education services 2013-2014: $44,551,531 fluctuate from year to year 
Funding is available from the state through 2014-2015: $46,445,277 


formula allocation 


Other: The state provides funding based on the 
number of all students enrolled in the division 
-- then calculates an average teacher's salary 
for that division - and then determines the 
number of teachers (1 teacher per 1000 
students in the division). Then the state 
multiples the number of teachers times the 
average teacher salary and pays a portion of 
that figure based on the school division's 
composite index (ability to pay). Additional 
funding is provided to Governor's Schools on 
a per pupil allocation in combination with the 
program classification and school division 
composite index. 


Washington Yes Funding is available from the state through 2012-2013: $8,939,413 Other: Not specified 
grants to LEAS 2013-2014: $9,555,000 
Funding is available from the state through 2014-2015: $9,677,000 3% 


formula allocation 
Percent of identified students 
Percentage reimbursement 
pee sates Model 


Wisconsin No er 0 


ae 2014: 0 
2014-2015: 0 
Wyoming Yes Funding is available from the state through the 2012-2013: $2,717,315 No, but the total amount allocated can 
general allocation 2013-2014: $2,661,264 fluctuate from year to year 


2014-2015: $2,627,926 


State 
provides GT 


Livlale fom co) 
LEAs (Q164) 


a Co) WMCH Mitlaveliace Mm eyced ite (-tom comm =7-\-m (@MK-1<))] PNiirelUia me) men Ma ielacel lars) 


MAY Y<Moymivlate lave miolarileleMercy-vo Mm (@) Kas) iene to LEAs 


(or-ToMolaM-ic-l-m (laleliale Mm (OM Kat: ©) WA 0))] 
Basis for cap (Q169) 


Summary 


Responses: 
39 


Yes: 27 
No: 12 


Responses: 27, 15 Responses: 35 


Funding is allocated to LEAs specifically for 
gifted education services: 10 


Funding is available from the state through 
grants to LEAs: 5 


Funding is available from the state through the 
general allocation: 7 


Funding is available from the state through 
formula allocation: 15 


Other: 1 


Discretionary funding: 1 
Weighted funding: 9 
Percentage reimbursement: 1 
Resource based: 2 

Other: 4 


Responses: 27, 4, 7 


Yes: 5 
No: 20 
Other: 2 


Percent of identified students: 2 


Percent of ADA: 3 
Other: 2 
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Table 35: State Funding (continued) 


How state funds are disbursed 


Alabama 


Alaska 


Arizona 


Arkansas 


California 
Colorado 


Connecticut 


Delaware 


D.C. 


Florida 


(oh Ad) 


To all LEAs as part of the general 
funding to districts 


To all LEAs by mandate 

To all LEAs as part of the general 
funding to districts 

Competitive grants 

Governor's schools and summer 
programs 

Residential schools for the gifted and 
talented 

Virtual high school 

Other: Grants for teacher training 


To all LEAs by mandate 

Other: Funds are distributed to 
Administrative Units which are either 
districts or Boards of Cooperative 
Education Services. 


Competitive grants 

Governor's schools and summer 
programs 

Virtual high school 


To all LEAs by mandate 


SICUCM areca CCl t me) MeN MULae Mmm Mim Ulave (Xe m- Um tal-M-y Cc 1Cm (-\1/-1 (OM WAC) \ Ce) al-m Ulare (exe 
expenditures (Q172) at the state level (Q174) 


Must be spent in specific areas 
Other: Must be used to enhance program 
and not supplant existing funds. 


No requirements from the state 


Must be spent in specific areas 
Student materials and instruction 
Limited equipment and technology 


Must be spent in specific areas 

Other: One grant focuses on Acceleration 
and the other grant is an Advanced 
Placement Incentive Grant. 


No requirements from the state 


School for math and science 

School for the fine and performing arts 
Virtual high school 

ACT/SAT/Discover test 


The state does not allocate funds for gifted 
education services 


School for math and science 
Governor's school (summer) 

Virtual high school 

AP/International Baccalaureate tests 


ACT/SAT/Discover test 


The state does not allocate funds for gifted 
education services 


Governor's school (summer) 
Virtual high school 
ACT/SAT/Discover test 


The state does not allocate funds for gifted 
education services 


School for the fine and performing arts 
AP/International Baccalaureate tests 
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How state funds are disbursed SICUCM ae Ue Clie t me) MeN MUlae Mmm Mm Ulave (Xe M- Umm tal-M-y Cc 1Com (2111-1 (OM WAC) Ce) ale Ulare (exe! 
‘(oh a)) expenditures (Q172) at the state level (Q174) 


Georgia 


Hawaii 


Idaho 


Illinois 
Indiana 


lowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 


Louisiana 


Maine 


Maryland 


Massachusetts 
Michigan 


To all LEAs as part of the general 
funding to districts 


No requirements from the state 


To all LEAs as part of the general 
funding to districts 

Other: There is a large ($8 million) 
pool of profession development 
money statewide, but not limited to 
Gifted Education 


No requirements from the state 


To all LEAs by mandate No requirements from the state 


To all LEAs by mandate 
Other: State special education funding 


Must be spent in specific areas 
No requirements from the state 


Other: 75% must be spent to hire GT 
Certified personnel. The rest must be 
spent on gifted students. 


To all LEAs as part of the general 
funding to districts 


To all LEAs as part of the general 
funding to districts 

Residential schools for the gifted and 
talented 


Must be spent in specific areas 
Student materials and instruction 


To LEAs through discretionary 
funding, based on application 
To all LEAs as part of the general 

funding to districts 


Must be spent in specific areas 
Student materials and instruction 
Limited equipment and technology 


Governor's school (summer) 

Virtual high school 

AP/International Baccalaureate tests 
ACT/SAT/Discover test 


The state does not allocate funds for gifted 
education services 


School for math and science 

School for the fine and performing arts 
Virtual high school 

AP/International Baccalaureate tests 
ACT/SAT/Discover test 


The state does not allocate funds for gifted 
education services 


School for math and science 
School for the fine and performing arts 


None 
None 


Governor's school (Summer) 
AP/International Baccalaureate tests 


School for math and science 

School for the fine and performing arts 
Governor's school (Summer) 

Virtual high school 

AP/International Baccalaureate tests 
ACT/SAT/Discover test 


School for math and science 

Virtual high school 

ACT/SAT/Discover test 

Other: School for the Deaf and Hard of Hearing 


The state does not allocate funds for gifted 
education services 
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How state funds are disbursed State requirements/limitations of GT fund | Funded at the state level (Q173) None funded 
(oh ad) expenditures (Q172) at the state level (Q174) 


Minnesota To all LEAs by mandate Must be spent in specific areas School for the fine and performing arts 
Student materials and instruction AP/International Baccalaureate tests 
Other: Gifted and Talented revue may only ACT/SAT/Discover test 
be spent to: (1) identify gifted and talented Other: In addition to traditional schools, Minnesota 


students; (2) provide education programs has 86 magnet and 171 charter schools each 
for gifted and talented students; or (3) with specialized themes designed to appeal to 
provide staff development to prepare student interest and aptitudes. 


teachers to best meet the unique needs of 
gifted and talented students. 


Mississippi To all LEAs as part of the general 
funding to districts 
Residential schools for the gifted and 
talented 


Missouri To all LEAs as part of the general 
funding to districts 
Governor's schools and summer 


programs 
Montana 
Nebraska To LEAs through discretionary 
funding, based on application 
Nevada Other: On a per pupil basis to students 


who have been identified as GATE 
through a state-approved 
assessment or procedure or both 


New Hampshire 
New Jersey 


New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina To all LEAs by mandate 


North Dakota 


No requirements from the state 


Other: Funds are not earmarked for gifted 
and may be spent on anything determined 
at the local level. 


No requirements from the state 


Must be spent in specific areas 


No requirements from the state 


School for math and science 

School for the fine and performing arts 
Virtual high school 

AP/International Baccalaureate tests 
ACT/SAT/Discover test 


Governor's school (summer) 


None 


None 


The state does not allocate funds for gifted 
education services 


School for math and science 

School for the fine and performing arts 
Governor's school (summer) 
AP/International Baccalaureate tests 
ACT/SAT/Discover test 
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How state funds are disbursed State requirements/limitations of GT fund | Funded at the state level (Q173) None funded 
(oir ab) expenditures (Q172) at the state level (Q174) 


Ohio 
Oklahoma To all LEAs by mandate Must be spent in specific areas School for math and science 
Student materials and instruction AP/International Baccalaureate tests 
Limited equipment and technology 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania The state does not allocate funds for gifted 
education services 
Rhode Island The state does not allocate funds for gifted 
education services 
South Carolina To all LEAs as part of the general No requirements from the state AP/International Baccalaureate tests 
funding to districts Other: PSAT (10 graders only) 
South Dakota The state does not allocate funds for gifted 
education services 
Tennessee To all LEAs as part of the general No requirements from the state Governor's school (summer) 
funding to districts AP/International Baccalaureate tests 
ACT/SAT/Discover test 
Texas To all LEAs as part of the general No requirements from the state School for math and science 
funding to districts AP/International Baccalaureate tests 
ACT/SAT/Discover test 
Utah To all LEAs as part of the general No requirements from the state AP/International Baccalaureate tests 
funding to districts ACT/SAT/Discover test 
Other: LEAs must submit an 
application 
Vermont 
Virginia To all LEAs as part of the general No requirements from the state Governor's school (summer) 
funding to districts Governor's school (school year) 
Washington To LEAs through discretionary No requirements from the state None 
funding, based on application 
To all LEAs as part of the general 
funding to districts 
West Virginia caw 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming To all LEAs as part of the general No requirements from the state ACT/SAT/Discover test 


funding to districts 
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How state funds are disbursed SCAM ae ec clio ame) MeN MUlae Mmm Mm Ulave(-Xer- Um tal-M1cc lcm (-\1/-1 (OM WAC) Ce) al-m Viale (<ve| 
(ola) expenditures (Q172) at the state level (Q174) 


Summary Responses: 27 Responses: 27 Responses: 27, 10 
To all LEAs by mandate: 8 No requirements/limitations from the state None: 5 
To LEAs through discretionary (other than to support gifted students): 16 School for math and science: 10 
Bel stil ph pagal Must be spent in specific areas (e.g., School for the fine and performing arts: 8 
Oa S as part of the general professional development, hiring teachers): 1 : 
funding to districts: 16 9 Governor's school (summer): 9 


Governor's school (school year): 1 


Competitive grants: 2 : F ay 
Student materials and instruction: 5 Virtual high school: 8 


nor’ hools an m nae ; 
Cees lel es estes Ute Limited equipment and technology: 3 


programs: 3 ; AP/International Baccalaureate tests: 14 
Residential schools for the gifted and Other: 5 ACT/SAT/Discover test: 14 

talented: 3 Other: 3 
Virtual high school: 2 : 
Other: 6 
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Table 36: Impact of Federal Education Law 


AV V[arclan ar-tom ol-\-laMmaac- lan) ex-Ceqmoymicte(-le-lMec\Wmelame|iiccrem-lalemecl(-laiccve| a Coyimexolel(oMccxe(-)e-lm ole) [(eatm ol-Ja(-ilmem Me-)aU(o(-Jalcw-lalemr-Uill ((-t-¢ 
programs and services in your state? (Q177) ‘(oh iy4:)) 


Alabama 


Alaska 


Arizona 


Arkansas 


California 


Colorado 


Connecticut 


Delaware 


No impact 


The lack of specific references to gifted education and talent 
development in federal law(s) hampers the ability of the SEA and 
LEAs to more effectively leverage funding support that should be 
available to support the learning and growth of their learners. 


No laws at the federal level have an impact on gifted and talented 
programs in the state. 


In the absence of a federal mandate California does not mandate 
how local education agencies serve gifted and talented students. 


Federal laws about accountability, student performance and growth, 
have positive impact. Educator effectiveness law has uplifted 
requirements to provide rigorous instruction for gifted students. Title 
programs that emphasize rigor and identification of gifted students in 
all student populations have positive impact. Implementing 
challenging academic content standards has positive impact. The 
lack of clear, direct federal law about educating all gifted students 
limits focus and resources for gifted students and their families. 


A lack of federal law has left gifted education to be planned and 
implemented through the State Education Agency. In the past two 
years new regulation has been drafted in Delaware, which will place 
pressure on Local Education Agencies to serve their gifted students. 


Increase accountability for gifted student learning 
Increase capacity of teachers to differentiate curriculum 
Other: Provide funding 


Increase accountability for gifted student learning 

Increase capacity of teachers to differentiate curriculum 

Increase family engagement in child's learning and/or school 

Conduct research to develop best practices and disseminate to local 
districts 

Other: Appropriate access to leverage existing federal funding 
sources to support gifted and advanced learners. 


Increase accountability for gifted student learning 

Increase capacity of teachers to differentiate curriculum 

Increase family engagement in child's learning and/or school 

Conduct research to develop best practices and disseminate to local 
districts 

Other: More uniform policies regarding services, perhaps the 
acceptance of identification for services from LEA to LEA or state 
to state. 


Increase accountability for gifted student learning 

Increase capacity of teachers to differentiate curriculum 

Increase family engagement in child's learning and/or school 

Conduct research to develop best practices and disseminate to local 
districts 


Increase accountability for gifted student learning 

Increase capacity of teachers to differentiate curriculum 

Increase family engagement in child's learning and/or school 

Conduct research to develop best practices and disseminate to local 
districts 


268 


AV V[akclam ar-tom ol-\eVamaac- lan) ox-Ceqmeoymicte(-le-lMe-\Wmelame|iiccvemr-lalemecl(-laiceye| a Coyimexelel(oMmccxe(-)e-lm ole) [(eatm ol-1al-Vilmem Mc)aU(e(-Jalccw-laleme-Uuill((-t-¢ 
programs and services in your state? (Q177) ‘(oh l74:)) 


D.C. 


Florida 
Georgia 


Hawaii 


Idaho 


Illinois 


Indiana 


lowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 


Louisiana 


Maine 


Maryland 


No impact 


Originally legislation and professional training grants, but funding 
was totally cut in 2008. We are in the process of re-establishing one 
million dollars exclusively for GT. 


Nothing changed. 


Lack of federal law has diminished attention and resources for 
implementation 


No impact on services. 
No impact 


The definition of gifted supports the State statutes that protect the 
funding, identification, and programming for services. 


NA 


The impact of federal law on gifted and talented programs and 
services has been to encourage the Maryland State Department of 
Education to write and introduce into the Code of Maryland 
Regulations (COMAR) regulations regarding identification and 
services for gifted and talented students in 2014. 


Increase accountability for gifted student learning 

Increase capacity of teachers to differentiate curriculum 

Increase family engagement in child's learning and/or school 

Conduct research to develop best practices and disseminate to local 
districts 


Increase accountability for gifted student learning 


Increase accountability for gifted student learning 

Increase capacity of teachers to differentiate curriculum 

Conduct research to develop best practices and disseminate to local 
districts 


Increase accountability for gifted student learning 
Increase capacity of teachers to differentiate curriculum 
Increase family engagement in child's learning and/or school 


Increase accountability for gifted student learning 
Increase capacity of teachers to differentiate curriculum 
Increase family engagement in child's learning and/or school 


Increase accountability for gifted student learning 


Increase accountability for gifted student learning 
Increase accountability for gifted student learning 
Increase accountability for gifted student learning 


Increase capacity of teachers to differentiate curriculum 
Conduct research to develop best practices and disseminate to local 
districts 


Increase accountability for gifted student learning 

Increase capacity of teachers to differentiate curriculum 

Increase family engagement in child's learning and/or school 

Conduct research to develop best practices and disseminate to local 
districts 


Increase accountability for gifted student learning 

Increase capacity of teachers to differentiate curriculum 

Increase family engagement in child's learning and/or school 

Conduct research to develop best practices and disseminate to local 
districts 


269 


AV V[akclan ar-tom ol-\-Vamaat- Men) ex-Ceqmeoymicce(-le-lMe-\Wmelame|iiccrem-lalemecl(-laicere| a Coyimexelel(oMmccxe(-)e-lm ole) l(eatm ol-1al-ilm em M-lal(o(-Jalccw-laleme-Uuill((-t-¢ 
programs and services in your state? (Q177) ‘(oh l74:)) 


Massachusetts 
Michigan 


Minnesota 


Mississippi 


Missouri 


Montana 


Nebraska 


Nevada 


New Hampshire © 


The lack of a federal mandate implies the needs of gifted and 
talented students are less important than the needs of other unique 
learners. Key decisions about identification, curriculum and 
instruction, teacher training, and supportive policies are made at the 
local level and vary greatly. 


Positive impact, provides opportunities for a diverse student 
population to be served by gifted programming. 


It has taken away the desire to meet the needs of gifted and talented 
students and focused resources on raising the lowest students to 
proficiency. 


The lack of a federal requirement for gifted education and the non- 
specific Montana state laws/rules do not provide a strong basis for 
building services to gifted students. The heavy federal focus on low 
achieving learners, well intentioned and well deserved, has had a 
negative effect on services for gifted students. 


NDE has applied for a Javits grant, but has never been awarded a 
grant. 


None - State law has impacted this past legislative session. 


Increase accountability for gifted student learning 

Increase capacity of teachers to differentiate curriculum 

Increase family engagement in child's learning and/or school 

Conduct research to develop best practices and disseminate to local 
districts 

Other: Federal policy could help ensure equity for districts that may 
not currently have the capacity to fully support gifted learners 
experience due to limited resources, geographic isolation or 
declining enrollment. 


Increase accountability for gifted student learning 


Increase accountability for gifted student learning 
Other: Mandate that services be provided to gifted students. 


Increase accountability for gifted student learning 

Increase capacity of teachers to differentiate curriculum 

Increase family engagement in child's learning and/or school 

Conduct research to develop best practices and disseminate to local 
districts 

Other: The Javits funded research has added greatly to the field. 
However, the push to disseminate for all students has taken the 
focus away from gifted learners. More Tier | and II level strategies 
mandated at the classroom level would ensure a better match of 
instruction with student needs. 


Increase accountability for gifted student learning 

Increase capacity of teachers to differentiate curriculum 

Increase family engagement in child's learning and/or school 

Conduct research to develop best practices and disseminate to local 
districts 


Increase accountability for gifted student learning 

Increase capacity of teachers to differentiate curriculum 

Increase family engagement in child's learning and/or school 

Conduct research to develop best practices and disseminate to local 
districts 
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programs and services in your state? (Q177) ‘(oh l4:)) 


New Jersey Increase accountability for gifted student learning 
Increase capacity of teachers to differentiate curriculum 
Increase family engagement in child's learning and/or school 
Conduct research to develop best practices and disseminate to local 


districts 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina) ~=With NCLB waiver possibilities, NC has taken the opportunity to Increase accountability for gifted student learning 
include AIG students as a sub-group in the state's accountability Increase capacity of teachers to differentiate curriculum 
system. This has been a positive change. Increase family engagement in child's learning and/or school 
Conduct research to develop best practices and disseminate to local 
districts 


North Dakota 
Ohio 


Oklahoma 

Oregon 

Pennsylvania Minimal impact Increase accountability for gifted student learning 
Increase capacity of teachers to differentiate curriculum 
Increase family engagement in child's learning and/or school 
Conduct research to develop best practices and disseminate to local 

districts 
Rhode Island No discernible impact Other: Uncertain if federal policy would impact current practices. If 


the federal policy becomes procedural such as IDEA, | suspect it 
could have a negative impact. If it is tied to accountability systems 
(ESEA), it could have more success. 
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VV[arehan ar-tom ol-{-Va mantle) ex-Ceqmeoymicle(-le-lMe-\W mela me |iiccvemr-lalemecl(-laiceve| 
programs and services in your state? (Q177) 


South Carolina 


South Dakota 
Tennessee 


Texas 


Utah 


Vermont 


Virginia 


Washington 
West Virginia 


Without specific federal laws for GT education, students and their 
families are not afforded the types of protection, benefits, and 
supports granted by other federal laws. Also, there may be a lack of 
legitimacy for GT student’s needs and supports, due to the missing 
federal legislation. In the past, SC received several Javits Grants, 
which have had immeasurable positive impact on the state’s support 
structure, increased awareness and service for / under-represented 
students, and innovative assessments, such as the Performance 
Task Assessment (STAR) developed specifically for SC to help 
identify more under-represented students by attempting to remove 
cultural barriers and prior knowledge requirements, in both the 
verbal and non-verbal domains. 


This is difficult to assess, NCLB limited the academic rigor students 
were exposed to during their k-12 school experience. 


Requirement that commit to the administration of minimum 
standards tests in the content area draw the focus of teaching from 
innovative curriculum that challenges all students to 'teaching to the 
test’. 


a Coyimexelel(omccxe(-1e-lm ole) [(eatm ol-1al-1ilmm M-yaU(o(-Jalccw-laleme-Uiill((-t-¢ 


(ONE) 


Increase accountability for gifted student learning 

Increase capacity of teachers to differentiate curriculum 

Increase family engagement in child's learning and/or school 

Conduct research to develop best practices and disseminate to local 
districts 


Increase accountability for gifted student learning 

Increase capacity of teachers to differentiate curriculum 

Conduct research to develop best practices and disseminate to local 
districts 


Increase accountability for gifted student learning 

Increase capacity of teachers to differentiate curriculum 

Conduct research to develop best practices and disseminate to local 
districts 


Increase accountability for gifted student learning 

Increase capacity of teachers to differentiate curriculum 

Increase family engagement in child's learning and/or school 

Conduct research to develop best practices and disseminate to local 
districts 

Other: Put a focus on serving gifted students in accordance with 
their abilities. 
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Wisconsin Javits awards draws attention to gifted education and provides Increase accountability for gifted student learning 
funding to support our state's initiatives to address the Excellence Increase capacity of teachers to differentiate curriculum 
Gap. Recent progress in Congress related to the Talent Act is Conduct research to develop best practices and disseminate to local 
promising. ESEA continues to focus attention on struggling students districts 
to the detriment of advanced students. Other: 1) Bring attention to gifted education. 2) Better prepare 


preservice educators (teachers, administrators, other personnel) to 
meet the needs of high ability/high potential students. 


Wyoming There hasn't been an impact. Increase accountability for gifted student learning 
Increase capacity of teachers to differentiate curriculum 
Increase family engagement in child's learning and/or school 
Conduct research to develop best practices and disseminate to local 
districts 


Summary Responses: 29 Responses: 33 


Increase accountability for gifted student learning: 31 

Increase capacity of teachers to differentiate curriculum: 27 

Increase family engagement in child's learning and/or school: 19 

Conduct research to develop best practices and disseminate to local 
districts: 25 

No benefit: 0 

Other (please specify): 9 
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Table 37: Changes in State Rules and Regulations 
What recent changes in your state statute or rules and AV /aFeVam oYex-Jha\V(-me(=\V/-¥(0) e)anlelalewe-lacelce)mlalacen ee tiCoam lame (iic-ve| 


recYoLulreviCoarcmaal(e aiming) orcteamellaccrem-laveme-\(cVaiccvem-(olecer-Licolamlamrolele Yo [Ufor-Vite)aM-la-Moleelaalale Mia (ell amit: 1(-Wan (OM K-10) 
Sc 1(- wan (eM WyAc)) 


Alabama None Some systems are providing additional services through innovation 
waivers; Charter schools are required to identify and serve gifted 
students and report their scores as a subgroup. 


Alaska 
Arizona Arizona's State Board of Education Approved Test List for the A talent development approach is being infused within the state's 
Identification of Gifted Students in Arizona was updated Spring 2015 system of support for struggling schools and schools identified for 
improvement, and leadership development initiatives for turnaround 
leaders through collaboration with the School Improvement and 
Support unit. Additionally, partnerships have been forged with Title | 
and ELL programs which have assisted with raising accountability 
for identifying and serving gifted learners. Also, Arizona is hosting 
the NAGC Annual Convention in Fall 2015, which will serve to raise 
awareness for gifted education and talent development statewide. 
Arkansas Act 814 of the 90th Legislative session restored funding to Academic Act 814 will restore the process of funding summer enrichment 
Enrichment for Gifted/Talented in Summer (AEGIS) Programs. programs for the gifted and encourage the development of such 
Act 1136 of the 90th Legislative session amended the legislation for programs. 
Schools of Innovation applicants to prevent the waiver of GT law and Act 1136 will prevent Schools of Innovation, which was designed to 
standards. help public schools compete with charter schools from having a 
waiver from GT law and standards. The legislation to create 
Schools of Innovation had been so open that some schools given 
the status had been allowed a waiver of GT law and standards. 
California A change in the way funding is allocated to local education agencies 1. A major educational institution is conducting a study to validate 
(LEAs) provides LEAs greater control over how to meet the needs of and scale up non-traditional methods of identifying giftedness in 
gifted students, families, and educators. historically underserved populations. 


2. The CAG is a resource to parents and educators. 
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Colorado 


Connecticut 


Delaware 


D.C. 
Florida 


What recent changes in your state statute or rules and 
resYoLelr-viCoarcmanl(ealminn) ercteame|iaccvem-lavemme-\(claiccvem-lolecer-LicelamiaMmolele 


\c1(- wae (OM Ac) 


Recent changes in rule will impact implementation of: identification 
procedures, portability of identification, family engagement, student 
performance accountability, good-faith effort to hire qualified 
personnel in gifted education, extending the early access date of 
entry to October 1, advanced learning plan content and procedures, 
a new grant program for universal screening and hire of qualified 
personnel, accountability for budget, and procedures for resolving 
disagreements with parents. 


The Delaware State Board of Education passed and approved two 
new regulations: 

Regulation 1572- Teachers of Students who are Gifted or Talented - 
This regulation increased the requirements for teachers who were 
seeking to become teachers of gifted students including coursework 
and successful completion of the PRAXIS II for gifted education. In 
addition refinement of this regulation increased LEA awareness and 
uncovered a population of teachers who were not certified to teach 
in this area. A menu of services is currently being developed to meet 
this need. 

Regulation 902- Gifted Education Plan- This regulation was a 
product of a three year Legislative Task Force for Gifted Education. 
As a result of task force recommendations, this regulation was 
drafted to require LEAs to create a plan for serving students and 
then to implement the plan on or before the 2016-17 school year. 
The Statewide Advisory Council on Programs for Gifted and 
Talented Students developed a guidance document for self - 
evaluation based on the California model and will provide support for 
the development of LEA plans. 


Additional attention to high performers through new ACCEL 
Acceleration law FS 1002.3105 


Ay V/aFeVem oLex-tha\t(-mo(-\V(-¥C0) e)antclal ewe lacelce)mmlalacencclecelarmiame|iic-ve| 
(Yo [Ufor-VitelaM-lc-moleeiaalale Mia (ell am-jc-1(-Wan (@MR<10)) 


Administrative units are writing annual targets for improving gifted 
student achievement and/or growth. New 4-year Program Plans are 
being developed that will include provisions for the recently passed 
legislation and rules. Identification in the arts, creativity, and 
leadership has new resources for AUs to use when assessing for 
strengths in these areas. The twice exceptional professional 
development project is highly successful in participating districts. 
The regional network centers grew by one more (10 to 11) to better 
serve a rural section of the state. The C-GER, Colorado Gifted 
Education Review, supports AU self-evaluation combined with a 
team evaluation of the AU's implementation of program elements 
(Results in positive gains in gifted programs.) We are providing 
guidance that permits the support/blend of an educator's student 
learning outcomes with selected goal areas for high school student's 
development of their advanced learning plans. 


Regulation 1572- Teachers of Students who are Gifted or Talented- 
A menu of services are currently being developed to meet this need. 
For the first time in a number of years our state university system 
has become willing and able to provide professional learning 
opportunities for teachers in this area. (Private universities provided 
learning opportunities.) 

Regulation 902- ALL LEAs are now required to plan and implement 
services for highly able learners. Charter schools were exempt; 
however, in order to apply for state funding they must submit a plan. 


ACCEL Acceleration law FS 1002.3105 


275 


What recent changes in your state statute or rules and AV /aFeXem oLex-tha\t{-mo(-\V(-¥0e) elantcvalewe- lace ice) mmlalacencclicelarwmiame|iic-ve| 
recYorulr-viColarcmanl(e aiming) orctermeliaccvem-laveime-\(cVaiccem-(olecer-Licelamiameolele Ye [Ufor-NitelaM-lc-MeoleceUiaalale Mia Mm\(elUl an-jc-1(-Wal (@MR<10)) 
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Georgia Local districts can develop their own models for implementation and _—_‘ Focus on talent development and identification of low SES 
determine class size.. population - under identified groups. 
Hawaii Weighted student formula includes weight for G/T students but is Online courses offered for elementary teachers using differentiation 
given to all schools at 3% of total population even if school does not in regular education classrooms; AP continues to grow and remain 
screen or implement a G/T program. Funds may not be used to important to all high schools. 
support G/T education; no oversight on spending of these funds. 
Idaho The Superintendent will be including a line item for gifted education See answer to Q179. 
in the 2016 budget. 
Illinois The Gifted Teacher Endorsement brings gifted learning to the This year was the first year we offered a voluntary Gifted Teacher 
forefront. Endorsement and Gifted Specialist Endorsement. 
Indiana Potential deregulation Availability of curriculum resources specific to high ability. 
Compilation of high ability data for district coordinators. 

lowa 

Kansas No change. Several Kansas districts are piloting a hybrid model for delivering 
gifted services that incorporates technology (video, chat, etc.) with 
the traditional f2f opportunities. 

Kentucky Monitoring 

Early Entrance to Kindergarten 
Early Graduation from High School 
Regional GT Networks or Cadres 

Louisiana Common Core Standards are currently under revisions as called for | Louisiana School for Math, Science and the Arts, New Orleans 

by the State Legislature. Center for the Creative Arts now receiving partial funding from the 
state. More charter schools are implementing talented services for 
music, theatre, and visual arts. 

Maine Moving to a standards based, proficiency based diploma NA 

Maryland The introduction of regulations into the Code of Maryland More and more LEAs are developing or enhancing identification 
Regulations (COMAR) regarding identification and services for gifted procedures and programs for gifted and talented students. 
and talented students. 

Massachusetts 

Michigan 
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Minnesota 


Mississippi 


Missouri 


Montana 


Nebraska 


What recent changes in your state statute or rules and 
resYoLelr-viCoarcmanl(ealminn) ercterme|iaccrem-laveime-\(cVaiccvem-lolecer-Licelamiamolele 


lr: wae (Osi Ac)) 


2013: Mandate to adopt guidelines for assessing and identifying 
students for participation in gifted and talented education programs 
2013: Mandate to adopt procedures for early admission to 
kindergarten and first grade for gifted and talented learners. 

2014: State funding for Explore, Plan and ACT tests (rescinded 
2015) 

2015: Mandate requires MNSCU institutions to give full credit to high 
school students who have completed a post-secondary enrollment 
option course as a part of a goal area or transfer curriculum. 

2015: Concurrent enrollment and funding expanded to include 
students grades 9-10 if district and post-secondary institution agree. 
2015: Access to 11th and 12 grader world languages courses, 
proficiency seals and certificates expanded to include grades 9-10. 
2013-2015: Increased school funding. 


Funding went from Add on to General "Lump sum" where the 
funding is hard to track. 


None 


After Jun 30, 2016, High Ability Learning will be funded from the 
general funds rather than lottery money. 


What positive developments and/or innovations in gifted 
Yo [Ufor-NitelaM-lc-MmeoleeUiaalale Mia (ell am-jc-1(-Wal (OM R<10)) 


1) The total number of full-time equivalent (FTE) and the number of 
gifted education positions have increased during the biennium. 

2) The number rigorous courses and mentor programs available at 
the secondary level has increased. 

3) Collaboration between the STEM and GT communities have 
increased. 

4) Young Scholars programs are increasing in number and scope. 
5) The depth and breadth of services continue to grow statewide. 


Gifted Work Group and Legislative Task force are looking at ways to 
improve gifted services for students. 


The Advisory Council presented its first annual report to the State 
Board with recommendations for improving gifted services in the 
state. 


The state Office of Public Instruction is set to release an update to 
documents providing guidance for program development, offerings 
and strategies. The new document combines and updates multiple 
documents and has a strong focus on the work of Dr. Karen Rogers 
and the Rtl structure - now known as "Multi-Tiered Systems of 
Support" (MTSS). The Montana document is not intended to 
suggest that the MTSS model is the only way to structure services, 
nor to be a"program” alone. It includes behavioral components and 
supportive services across the spectrum of need. 


NDE formed a committee composed of administrators and 
professional educators to update Rule 3 (High Ability Learners). The 
committee updated the Rule and checked for agreement with the 
statutes. 

The High Ability Learning Program received a small grant to update 
the homepage, manuals and resources for parents, educators and 
administrators. The work has been completed by the committee. 
Work has been completed and the webpage is being updated to 
reflect this. 
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Nevada New legislation for funding GT programs. $10M has been put aside More focus on this population, more money provided. 
for districts 


New Hampshire 


New Jersey NA The New Jersey Association for Gifted Children (NJAGC) continues 
to be the state's single biggest asset for the G&T communit 


New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina The opportunity for Credit by Demonstrated Mastery is now available Credit by Demonstrated Mastery 
for all high school courses for all public school students. AP/IB exam coverage 
The inclusion of AIG students as a sub-group in the state's Career and College Promise 
accountability model has increased awareness and more intentional Part of the NCRGE research grant 
programming. Curriculum development project, AIG~IRP, Governor's Teacher 
The state's teacher evaluation instrument incorporates special Network 
populations and has a component for student growth of all students. | AIG Regional Network 
State AIG funding continues at the same level, exemplifying the AIG Program Standards and Implementation of Best Practices 
state's commitment to AIG programming and students. Professional Development Modules 


State funding for all AP and IB exams for students enrolled in those 
corresponding courses, with no limit. 

NC's state-wide student information system is supporting better 
communication regarding student programming needs. 

The SEA has now created a Division of Advanced Learning which 
encompasses AIG, CDM, AP/IB, Honors and Dual Enrollment 
Programs and is committed to increasing support for these efforts 


North Dakota 
Ohio 


Oklahoma 

Oregon 

Pennsylvania A voluntary Program Endorsement for Gifted Education has been A Comprehensive Plan for Gifted must be developed by each school 
approved. The Pennsylvania Department of Education just released __ district. The Comprehensive plan must include the district's 
the Framework for Gifted Endorsement. screening and evaluation procedures, the district's continuum of 


gifted education services, and the professional development plan on 
gifted education services. 
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Rhode Island 


South Carolina 


South Dakota 
Tennessee 


Texas 


Utah 


Vermont 


Virginia 


What recent changes in your state statute or rules and 
recYoLulr-viCoarcmanl(e aiming) orcterme|laccvem-laveime-\(claiccvem-lolecer-Licelamiamolele 


\c1(- wae (Os WAc)) 


New Dual Enrollment Regulations and funding: 


http://www.ride.ri.gov/StudentsFamilies/EducationPrograms/DualEnr 
ollment.aspx 


The funding formula has changed for gifted and talented students 
and it is now reflected in a weighted formula for "high achieving 
students" to include gifted and talented (artistic and academic), 
Advanced Placement students and International Baccalaureate 
students (grades 9-12). However, per pupil funding has not 
increased for gifted and talented students and is still does not meet 
the allocation required by state law. The number of students 
identified and served in gifted and talented programs still continues 
to grow despite increased funding. 


Parents in Utah have always advocated for gifted programs and 
continue to monitor the legislative session. A large budget short fall 
would impact all educational programs as well as gifted ed. 


Parent groups have been pushing legislators to provide more 
funding for Academic Year Governor's School and consider a 
revision to the current funding formula. A study was conducted of the 
funding formula -- current discussion amongst government officials 
is occurring -- may see a change in formula with an increase in 
funding. 


AV /aFeVem oLex-Tha\t(-mo(-\V(-¥C0) elantcvalewe- lace ice) mm lalacencclicelarmiame|iic-ve| 
Yo [Ufor-VitelaM-lc-meoleeiaalale Mi am Celli mm-yc-1(-Wa (OM K<10)) 


Dual Enrollment 


We continue to make available our PD video library specifically for 
Gifted and Talented. The library contains over 150 video and it is 
free to access as a SC educator. 

We have a strong affiliate group with close ties to higher education 
and the State Department of Education. This allows for innovation 
and sustainability within gifted programs. 

A few of our local school districts have become involved in Javits 
Grant projects that will help to increase best practices in gifted 
education. 


The development of twice-exceptional website. The continued 
building of the Texas Performance Standards Project - 


www.texaspsp.org. 
LEAs are examining their identification procedures and discussing 
alternative identification methods for low-income and 


underrepresented groups. Dual language and stem programs are 
working with. 


See above; many divisions are working to identify underrepresented 
populations. 
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Washington 


West Virginia 


Wisconsin 


Wyoming 


Summary 


What recent changes in your state statute or rules and 
recYoLulr-viColarcmanl(e lal mann) orctermeliaccvem-laveime-\(claiccem-volecer-Licelamiamolele 


lc wae (OM WAc)) 


A VLaFeVem oLex-tha\t(-mo(-\V(-¥C0) e)antcvalewe-lacelce)mmlalaencclicelarmiame|iic-ve| 
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Washington's HCP is established in state law (RCW) and 
administered through program rules (WAC). RCW 28A.185 - the 
legislature finds that, for highly capable students, access to 
accelerated learning and enhanced instruction is access to a basic 
education. WAC 392-170 - For highly capable students, access to 
accelerated learning and enhanced instruction is access to a basic 
education. School districts may access basic education funds, in 
addition to highly capable categorical funds, to provide appropriate 
highly capable student programs. Districts were given the 2013-14 
school year as a year of transition to develop their Grades K-12 
HCP. Each district will implement their Grades K-12 HCP and serve 
identified students at the beginning of the 2014-15 school year. 


All districts are developing their K-12 HCP. Whitworth University 
and University of Washington are partnering to offer HCP Institutes 
for professional learning opportunities. Washington Education 
Research Association (WERA) has established a HCP Special 
Interest Group. Educational Service Districts are partnering with the 
Washington Association of Educators of the Talented and Gifted 
(WAETAG) for WAETAG trainers to make professional learning 
opportunities available regionally. OSPI is working with Whitworth 
University, UW, ESDs, and WERA. 


School report cards could be revised to require reporting for high 
ability/high potential students. There has been a very recent relaxing 
of requirements for teacher certification, including permitting those 
with no high school diploma or training in pedagogy to teach. This 
will significantly impact the quality of instruction for all students, 
including advanced learners. 


N/A 


Responses: 33 


———— 


The Wisconsin Response to Intervention Center has developed and 
regularly delivers modules on incorporating gifted education ina 
multi-tiered system of supports framework. 

Several school districts are combining comprehensive strategies 
(identification, programming, family engagement) to identify and 
serve underrepresented students. 


We have the Wyoming Association for Gifted Children that is 
working to influence positive change for gifted education in 
Wyoming. 


Responses: 34 
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Table 38: Common Core and NAGC Gifted Program Standards 
State changing GT teacher 
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Alabama 
Alaska 


Arizona 


Arkansas 
California 


Colorado 


Connecticut 


Delaware 


D.C. 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
lowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 


Louisiana 


Maine 


for Common Core? (Q181) 
Districts are doing this work 


Districts are doing this work 


Yes, at the state level 
No 


Yes, at the state level 


Districts are doing this work 


Districts are doing this work 


Districts are doing this work 
Not applicable 

No 

No 

Districts are doing this work 
No 

Not applicable 

No 

Districts are doing this work 
No 

No 


No 


Used as an evaluation tool 


The NAGC Pre-K to 12 gifted programming standards were used to define the local district plan 
requirements for gifted education - the Scope and Sequence for Gifted Education (ARS 15-779.02 A.3.). 
The standards have also been used to inform professional learning and coursework offered for teacher 
preparation at the state, local, university and community college levels, and have informed program 
design, implementation and evaluation. 


State standards are correlated to NAGC's standards. 


California has guidelines for gifted programming that are available and accessible to all. California also 
refers parents and educators to NAGC resources including the programming standards. 


They are used by individual administrative units to develop or review their programs. The Department 
refers to them when developing guidelines, policy, and a program implementation rubric. 


Professional learning course developers aligned coursework to the NAGC standards. The Gifted 
Education Guidelines also used the standards as the basis for developing the document. 


Voluntary use 

As a guide to researched based programming standards for schools. 
Included as part of online courses so teachers can become familiar. 
Volunteer by LEA's 

It was the foundation of the Gifted Endorsement. 

N/A 


Varies by LEA. 
Resources and student growth goals are aligned to the standards. 


The Standards are used as a reference for improving gifted and talented programming in the state of 
Louisiana. 


They are used in the gifted and talented university courses but are not used elsewhere. 
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training/curriculum planning 
for Common Core? (Q181) 


Maryland Yes, at the state level Guidelines have been established for the selection and designation of schools as EGATE Schools. 
Sessions were written and presented by trained Master Teachers at the 2014 and 2015 College and 
Career Readiness Conferences (CCRC) held each summer in regional locations throughout the state 


Massachusetts 

Michigan 

Minnesota Yes, at the state level For many Minnesota school districts the standards provide a framework for designing and reviewing 
services. The standards also serve as a reference for the SEA, schools, and other stakeholder groups 
interested in continuous growth and models of excellence. 

Mississippi Districts are doing this work Serve as the basis for mandated Gifted programming standards 

Missouri No Up to local districts to determine if they are used as guides. 

Montana No Local control - however, they are used by the state as effective standards that districts are encouraged to 
embrace. 

Nebraska No The standards are used as sources of information for the districts. 

Nevada Districts are doing this work | am not aware. 


New Hampshire 


New Jersey No Administrative Code dictates that district boards of education must take into consideration the Pre-K - 
Grade 12 Gifted Programming Standards of the National Association for Gifted Children in developing 
programs for gifted and talented students. 


New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina _Yes, at the state level These standards informed the state's early development of the NC AIG Program Standards. 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma Not applicable 


Oregon 


Pennsylvania Districts are doing this work The Pennsylvania Department of Education uses them as a resource, and some of the school districts 
also use them as a resource. 


Rhode Island No They are referenced in state policy and advisory materials. 
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Lie Vialiare|eelaaelreliim yCclalaliale) 
for Common Core? (Q181) 


South Carolina’ No These standards are used to inform program decisions at the state level and districts use these to them 
to improve their program designs. 


South Dakota 


pies —_—_ are doing this work LEA GT Coordinators have reviewed the NAGC standards and have completed a gap analysis. Areas of 
strength statewide have been identified as well as areas that need improvement. The group identifies 
potential resources to improve gifted services in their respective systems. 

ia No A reference guide links state regulation requirements with NAGC programming standards; Academic 
Year Governor's Schools’ evaluation rubrics are developed/structured around NAGC program standards; 
ee Plan for the Gifted is reviewed using a rubric developed/structured on NAGC program 

Washington Districts are doing this work ae standards are used at the local level and are used in the university programming and course 
offerings. 

wes Vig 

Wyoming No A reference tool as needed by LEA's 

Summary Responses: 38 Responses: 33 


Districts are doing this work: 5 
Yes, at the state level: 18 

No: 12 

Not applicable: 3 


Table 39: Clarifications 


foe eet | Are there any clarifications to your responses that you would like to make? (Q184) 


Alabama Q51-Parents are required to provide consent for identification process and for services. They also complete a characteristics checklist and 
can provide list of interests and hobbies. 
Q55- A student must be 6 years of age and enrolled in the public school system before when identification process can begin. 
Q161-Three universities in Alabama offer gifted certification starting at the Masters level. / Q164- Gifted programs are funded by local funds. 
Some LEAs use allotted teacher units provided by the state for gifted teachers. 


Alaska 

Arizona Arizona is in the process of updating its student data systems. Given this transition, data on gifted and advanced learners are not readily 
available or stable for reporting purposes. Arizona is actively working to address this need - particularly as a major transition occurs during 
FY16. However, this lack of capacity does impact our ability to accurately provide reliable quantitative data to address several areas within 
this survey. 

Arkansas 

California 

Colorado Q 150 - the law does not specifically state that a qualified person must be hired to administer the gifted program. The new statute, however, 


states that good-faith effort shall be made to hire a qualified person. Additionally, districts may as a condition of employment require qualified 
personnel to administer the gifted program, be a gifted education resource person, facilitate gifted cluster groups, and teach in specialized 
classrooms or programs. 

Note: We have stats on number of educators endorsed in gifted education, but was not able to access current data by due date of the 
survey. 


Connecticut 
Delaware 
D.C. 

Florida 
Georgia 


Hawaii Q79: The percentages listed are for elementary, middle and high school. Data for individual grades is not available. Aggregate data is 
compiled for elementary, middle and high school numbers of students entered into the eCSSS database, which is used to generate a report 
for the entire state. 


Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 


lowa 
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Kansas Q78. The "Offered in Schools/Districts" data not available or collected. 
Q140. Data not available or collected. 


Kentucky 

Louisiana 

Maine No 

Maryland Maryland has guidelines for and awards designation as a Gifted and Talented Education Specialist. 

Massachusetts 

Michigan 

Minnesota Questions 61-70: State statute permits Minnesota school districts to identify students who are gifted and talented, locally develop and 
evaluate programs addressing instructional and affective needs, provide staff development to ensure that they have access to challenging 
educational programs. The state statute requires schools to adopt guidelines for assessing and identifying students for participation in gifted 
programs and provides guidance for identification of students. 
All Minnesota public schools receive gifted and talented revenue which may only be used to 1) identify gifted and talented students, 2) 
provide education programs for gifted and talented students and 3) provide staff development to prepare teachers to best meet the unique 
needs of gifted and talented students. Districts are not required to report the number of students identified, served or in which category or 
categories the funds have been expended. As a result, it is not possible to provide the information demographic details requested in this 
report. 

Mississippi 

Missouri 

Montana 

Nebraska Question 51, districts are required to include a provision for parents, guardians, or other persons exercising legal or actual charge or control 
over the child to appeal any decision regarding the identification or non-identification of their child as a high ability learner to the school 
board. 
Q. 145 regarding professional development: 
006.04 All teachers and administrators in the school district should be aware of the district-wide plan for learners with high ability and have 
an understanding of the characteristics of such students. Teachers who provide instruction and services that are part of the program for 
high ability students should be able to design and implement classroom experiences which utilize differentiation of curriculum and 
instruction, and be able to assess the work and progress of learners with high ability. 
006.04 A. This knowledge base could be attained by: completion of at least one college-level course in gifted Education or by involvement 
in at least (10) clock hours of information concerning learners with high ability within a college course 
006.04B Or, by providing inservice training to administrative and teaching staff members to help them have an understanding of 
characteristics of learners with high ability, be able to design and implement classroom experiences that utilize differentiation of curriculum 
and instruction, and be able to assess the work and progress of such learners. 

Nevada 
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New Hampshire 


New Jersey General comment: In New Jersey Gifted and Talented education policy and practice is largely within the purview of local districts. This is 
also true of many other content areas, in a state predominated by the authority of local control. 


New Mexico 
New York 


North Carolina Q46. Some experts in NC would say that we are fully funded because NC is funded at one of the higher levels in the nation. However, there 
remains a need for further funding to support district programs with the increasing numbers of students in programs as well as the increase 
in transferring of AIG funds to other needed areas. 

Q79. Note that the numbers indicated reflect the percentage of students identified and served as AIG in each grade level. However, these 
numbers do not accurately reflect the percentage of students who are served. There are more students served at these grade levels, 
especially K-2, because it is a requirement that LEAs have programs to cultivate potential and increase accessibility to challenging and 
rigorous programming. 

Q106. In NC, many of these options are provided in school districts, more than we could choose in our 5-item limit. 

Q123. Middle schools students are not officially dually enrolled in high school; however, they are permitted to take high school courses in 
middle school for credit towards graduation. 

Q149. Personnel paid with AIG state funding are required to meet licensure requirements. For positions that are locally funded, most LEAs 
still require AlG personnel to have AIG licensure and/or significant training. 

Q181. Both the state and NC's school districts are working on developing appropriate curriculum for gifted learners and the Standard 
Course of Study. 


North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 


Oregon 


Pennsylvania The State Funding Committee recently met to hear testimony on having gifted named as a line item in the state budget. The board of the 
Pennsylvania Association for Gifted Education submitted testimony in support of this line item in order to help districts meet the needs of 
gifted students and to support the growth of these students. (Question 174) 


Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 


Utah We ask LEAs to report identified gifted students by elementary, junior high or high school not by grade level. Utah has a large dual 
enrollment program 27,000 students and this accounts for large group of identified gifted in our state. 
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SSS Are there any clarifications to your responses that you would like to make? (Q184) 


ren Funding amount given for the three years represent state allocations to gifted programs as well as academic year Governor's Schools -- 
haath expected local share of funding that was not included as it is impossible to know if the local share was paid specifically for gifted 

Washington a Poa Sass data is 2013- ae Note ae ig 2013- = school year se a transition a 2 Seah to Eres their oe K-12 
see ly Capable Program to meet the new identification and service man se screrceeteere to be sgt see in 2014- 

Wisconsin = did not include a choice that reflects funding for gifted — in niWiseonsin, —_— — grants are available to the iargest 
school district in the state, regional education agencies, institutions within the University of Wisconsin System, and 501(c)(3) organizations. 

Wyoming N/A 


